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ABSTRACT 


The  purposes  of  this  study  were  (1)  to  determine  the  extent  of 
the  adoption  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  in  Saskatchewan  schools  con¬ 
taining  Division  II  classes  (school  years  4,  5,  and  6),  (2)  to  determine 
which  of  three  characteristics  of  an  innovation,  (relative  advantage, 
complexity,  and  compatibility),  as  perceived  by  principals,  affect  the 
rate  of  the  adoption  of  the  innovation,  the  Division  II  Curriculum, 

(3)  to  determine  which  of  selected  characteristics  differentiated  between 
adopter  and  non-adopter  principals  and  schools,  and  (4)  to  determine 
which  of  the  characteristics  of  the  innovation  and  which  of  the  charac¬ 
teristics  of  principals  and  schools  best  predicted  the  adoption  of  the 
Division  II  Curriculum. 

Questionnaires  designed  to  obtain  information  relevant  to  the 
variables  were  mailed  to  766  Division  II  principals.  From  the  589  replies, 
a  sample  of  561  principals  (73.56  per  cent)  was  selected.  Of  the  Division 
II  schopls,  235  or  41.89  per  cent  had  adopted  the  Division  II  Curriculum. 

The  principals'  perception  of  the  relative  advantage  characteris¬ 
tic  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  was  significantly  correlated  in  a 
positive  direction  with  the  adoption  of  the  program.  No  significant 
correlation  existed  between  the  principals'  perception  of  the  complexity 
characteristic  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum.  A  significant  negative 
correlation  existed  between  the  adoption  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum 
and  the  principals'  perception  of  the  compatibility  characteristic  of 
that  innovation.  This  finding  was  opposite  to  the  assumption  made  by 

Rogers  and  Carlson  that  innovators  tend  to  adopt  more  quickly  innovations 
which  they  perceive  to  have  a  high  degree  of  compatibility. 
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In  the  selected  characteristics,  significant  differences  revealed 
that  adopter  principals  tended  to  be  male  and  to  have  more  years  of 
tertiary  education  that  did  non-adopter  principals.  Adopter  schools 
tended  to  be  located  in  areas  of  high  population  density,  to  contain 
larger  numbers  of  Division  II  classrooms,  and  to  have  larger  teaching 
staffs  than  did  non-adopter  schools. 

Discriminate  function  analysis  revealed  that  principals'  percep¬ 
tions  of  the  compatibility  and  complexity  characteristics  were  the  best 
predictors  of  the  adoption  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum.  The  adoption 
of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  within  schools  was  best  predicted  by  the 
number  of  teachers  and  the  years  of  tertiary  training  of  the  principal. 

Principals  experienced  operational  difficulties  and  a  lack  of 
information  in  implementing  the  innovation.  An  analysis  of  the  principals' 
perception  of  the  characteristics  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  revealed 
that  the  principals  perceived  the  innovation  to  be  more  advantageous  for 
pupils  and  teachers,  and  presented  no  difference  in  difficulty  for  the 
curriculum  clients  when  compared  to  the  former  curriculums.  The  greatest 
changes  relative  to  the  implementation  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  were 
experienced  by  pupils,  parents  and  teachers,  as  perceived  by  Division  II 
princi  pal  s. 
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CHAPTER  I 


INTRODUCTION 


J.  M.  Porter,  Director  of  Education  in  Guelph,  Ontario, 
expressed  the  view  of  an  increasing  number  of  educators  when 
he  wrote: 

Today,  as  we  have  been  told  many  times,  society  is 
in  the  midst  of  rapid  and  monumental  change.  It  has 
been  said  that  we  have  lived  a  century  in  the  last 
ten  years  and  that  indications  are  that  change  will 
be  a  fact  of  life  for  years  to  come.  Perhaps  nowhere 
does  change  hold  such  great  implications  as  in  education. 
For  it  is  the  school  that  must  prepare  for  life  in  a 
dynamic  societyJ 

An  editorial  in  the  Arbos  further  delineates  education's 


role  in  a  changing  society: 

In  the  face  of  the  rapidly  increasing  body  of  know¬ 
ledge  and  the  drastic  modifications  of  all  disciplines 
as  a  consequence  of  new  knowledge,  the  traditional 
goals  of  schools  are  being  redefined.  ...  At  last 
it  is  generally  accepted  that  stocking  the  mind  is 
much  less  important  than  developing  it.  The  emphasis 
has  shifted  from  mastering  a  specific  body  of  knowledge 
to  learning  how  to  learn. 2 

A  companion  article  in  the  Arbos  states: 


The  new  evangelism  in  education  proclaims  that  schools 
must  be  made  to  fit  the  needs  of  each  child.  The  child 
must  have  the  right  to  learn  continuously  and  to  develop 
as  an  individual . 3 


J.  M.  Porter,  "Canada's  National  Exhibition  of  School  Archi¬ 
tecture,"  School  Progress,  January,  1965,  p.  26. 

2 

Editorial,  "The  Knowledge  Explosion,"  Arbos ,  3:2,  November- 
December,  1966,  p.  7. 

3 

Editorial,  "The  Old  Myths  and  the  New  Evangelism  in  Education, 
Arbos ,  3:2,  November-December ,  1966,  p.  7. 
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The  achievement  of  the  new  goals  of  education  calls  for  a 
revolution  in  educational  thinking  and  practice.  Education  must 
be  prepared  to  adapt  its  programs  to  the  changing  needs  of  society 
and  implement  these  changes  at  a  rate  to  keep  pace  with  immediate 
and  future  demands  of  individuals  within  society.  Many  observers 
have  noted  that  schools  have  been  slow  in  adopting  changes.  Mort 
in  discussing  the  results  of  studies  of  educational  adaptability 
states : 

It  takes  an  amazingly  long  time  for  a  practice  to 
spread  through  a  state  or  nation  as  a  whole.  Fifty 
years  from  the  time  of  first  introduction  to  complete 
diffusion  is  a  conservative  estimate. ^ 

To  foster  the  implementation  of  needed  change  in  education 
requires  that  educators  possess  a  knowledge  of  change  and  the  process 
of  change.  The  knowledge  of  the  characteristics  of  innovations,  and 
the  understanding  which  will  result  from  research  in  the  variables 
which  affect  the  implementation  of  change,  will  enable  educators  to 
bring  about  change  effectively  in  education  to  meet  the  needs  of 
society  and  the  individual  needs  of  the  clients  of  education. 

I.  THE  DIVISION  SYSTEM  OF  SCHOOL  ORGANIZATION 
IN  THE  PROVINCE  OF  SASKATCHEWAN 

The  Department  of  Education  of  Saskatchewan,  in  an  attempt  to 
meet  the  educational  needs  of  the  pupils  of  the  province,  has  introduced 
a  plan  to  radically  change  the  organization  of  the  school.  The  new 


^Paul  R.  Mort,  Educational  AuaptaLi 1 ciy  (New  York:  Teachers 
College,  Columbia  University,  1953),  p.  5. 
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structure  for  learning,  which  is  being  promoted  by  the  Department, 

eliminates  the  traditional  grade  system  and  encourages  more  attention 

to  individual  progress  and  promotion. 

To  encourage  more  attention  to  individualized  learning 
procedures  and  more  flexible  promotion  policies  it  is 
planned  to  divide  the  present  twelve-grade  school  organi¬ 
zation  into  four  divisions:  Division  I  (years  1,  2  and  3); 
Division  II  (years  4,  5  and  6);  Division  III  (years  7,  8 
and  9);  and  Division  IV  (years  10,  11  and  12).* 

Under  the  divisional  plan  of  organization  continuous  progress 

at  varying  rates  of  learning  is  envisaged. 

It  is  planned  to  organize  twelve  units  of  work  within 
each  of  the  primary  (Division  I)  and  junior  (Division  II) 
divisions  for  each  of  the  following  areas  of  study: 
reading,  arithmetic,  and  English  language  (including 
spelling  and  handwriting).  The  twelve  units  must  be 
satisfactorily  completed  before  the  child  moves  to  the 
next  division. 

It  has  been  found  through  experience  that  a  teacher  can 
manage  at  least  three  groups  in  her  classroom.  Each  group 
moves  from  unit  to  unit  at  a  different  rate.  The  advanced 
group,  by  completing  six  units  of  work  each  year,  could 
complete  the  work  in  a  division  in  two  years.  At  four 
units  of  work  per  year,  the  average  group  would  complete 
a  division  in  three  years.  It  is  possible  that  the  least 
advanced  group  might  only  complete  three  units  per  year, 
thus  taking  four  years  to  complete  the  program  within  a 

division. 6 

The  Department  of  Education  presents  a  summary  of  the  assumptions 
and  points  of  view  supporting  the  divisional  plan  for  organization,  in 
which  continuous  progress  at  varying  rates  of  learning  is  inculcated. 


5 

Government  of  Saskatchewan,  Department  of  Education,  A  Plan  for 
the  Reorganization  of  Instruction  in  Saskatchewan  School s  (Regina, 
Saskatchewan:  The  Queen's  Printer,  1963),  p.  7. 

6 1 b i d . ,  pp.  7-8. 
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1.  It  is  assumed  that  each  child  has  his  own 
pattern  and  rate  of  growth,  and  that  children 
of  the  same  chronological  age  vary  greatly  in 
their  abilities  and  rate  of  growth. 

2.  That  basic  differences  in  learning  rate  are  recog¬ 
nized  by  providing  longer  time  for  given  blocks  of 
work  for  slower  learning  students  and  reduced  time 
for  brighter  students. 

3.  The  continuous  progress  related  to  pupils'  ability 
eliminates  undue  pressure  and  produces  a  relaxed 
learning  and  environment  conducive  to  good  mental 
heal th. 

4.  The  evaluation  of  growth  is  continuous,  eliminating 
the  year-end  days  of  decision. 

5.  That  steady  growth  keeps  the  slow  learning  student 
from  becoming  frustrated,  and  continuously  challenges 
the  talented  ones,  thus  eliminating  many  behavioral 
problems. 

6.  The  success  and  satisfactory  achievement  by  both  slow 
and  fast  learners  provides  better  public  relations 
with  parents. 

7.  That  teaching  under  this  plan  will  be  more  demanding, 
but  more  satisfying.7 

The  Minister  of  Education  for  Saskatchewan  has  authorized  that 
the  first  two  divisions  of  the  four  divisions  of  the  Division  Plan  be 
implemented  in  Saskatchewan  schools;  Division  I  in  July,  1964  and 
Division  II  in  July,  1965.  While  a  survey  completed  by  the  Department 
of  Education  in  June,  1963,  revealed  that  18  places  were  trying  out 
forms  of  the  Division  Plan  mainly  at  the  Division  I  level,  no  subsequent 
attempts  have  been  initiated  to  determine  the  extent  of  the  implementation 
or  to  conduct  an  evaluation  of  the  authorized  Division  I  and  Division  II 
programs. 


^ Ibid . ,  p .  10. 
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II o  THE  PROBLEM 

The  purpose  of  this  research  is:  (1)  to  determine  the  extent 
of  the  full  adoption  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum,  authorized  in 
July,  1965,  in  Saskatchewan  schools,  and  (2)  to  determine  whether  a 
significant  relationship  exists  between  the  principals'  perception 
of  the  characteristics  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  and  the  program's 
adoption. 

Specific  Statement  of  the  Problem.  What  is  the  extent  of  the 
adoption  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  in  the  schools  of  the  province 
of  Saskatchewan  and  is  the  adoption  or  rejection  of  this  innovation 
dependent  upon  the  way  in  which  the  characteristics  of  the  innovation 
are  perceived  by  the  principal? 

Sub  Problems.  This  study  seeks  answers  for  the  following 
questions: 

1.  How  many  schools  in  the  province  of  Saskatchewan 
have  fully  adopted  the  Division  II  Curriculum, 
authorized  for  implementation  in  July,  1965,  by 

the  Department  of  Education,  Province  of  Saskatchewan? 

2.  What  are  the  relationships  between  the  acceptance  or 
rejection  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  shown  by 
principals  of  Division  II  schools  in  the  following 
variables : 

(i)  Perceived  relative  advantage  of  the  innovation. 

(ii)  Perceived  complexity  of  the  innovation. 

(iii)  Perceived  compatibility  of  the  innovation. 


Jn9*X9  9fO  9nlrm»J9b 


niw9(i^«^262  *o  9Dntv<nq  9(13  nl  efootoz  ^nan  wqH 
<mufuDH'u;D  II  notzIvIQ  9(13  b^tqobc  x/M  9V6rt 

?nBW9flD3B>1Z62  3o  9Dnrvcn9  fnoU6qub3  to  tnmlx&qsQ  9(13 


. 


on^woffot  fwlJ  fii”  zroortoz  II  notetvK)  to  zlBqtonhq 

. 


.noIi6VonnI  9(13  to  ^Ixsfqfnoo  b9vl9D*i9*1  (H) 


6 


III.  IMPORTANCE  OF  THE  STUDY 


Importance  for  Educational  Research.  Rogers  identifies  the 
characteristics  of  innovations  as  perceived  by  members  of  social 

g 

systems  as  an  area  which  has  not  been  studied,  but  needs  to  be. 

He  further  identifies  the  problem  by  stating: 

It  matters  little  whether  or  not  an  innovation  has 
a  great  degree  of  advantage  over  the  idea  it  is 
replacing.  What  does  matter  is  whether  the  indi¬ 
vidual  perceives  the  relative  advantage  of  the 
innovation. 9 

Seger,  in  speaking  of  the  adoption  of  new  educational  practices 

recognizes  the  concern  of  educational  administrators  in  the  topic: 

The  adoption  of  new  educational  practices  or  rather 
the  variability  between  educational  units  with  respect 
to  the  rate  of  adoption  of  educational  innovations,  has 
been  a  long  standing  concern  to  administrators,  particu¬ 
larly  educational  administrators  JO 

Ingram,  in  discussing  the  influences  which  affect  the  adoption 

or  rejection  of  an  innovation  states: 

Decisions  regarding  the  adoption  or  rejection  of  an 
idea  are  influenced  by  its  relative  advantage,  its 
complexity,  its  compatibility  with  existing  value 


g 

Everett  M.  Rogers,  Diffusion  of  Innovations  (New  York:  The 
Free  Press  of  Glencoe,  1962),  p.  121. 

^Ibid. ,  p.  124. 

^J.  E.  Seger,  "Principals  as  Innovators,"  The  Principal  and 
Educational  Change,  E.  Miklos  and  H.  E.  Farguhar,  editors  (Edmonton: 
The  Policy  Committee,  Leadership  Course  for  School  Principals,  1966), 
p.  47. 
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systems,  its  divisibility,  and  its  communicability, 
as  these  are  perceived  by  the  individuals  concerned. 

It  is  hoped  that  this  study  will,  by  concentrating  on  the 
principals'  perception  of  the  characteristics  of  Division  II  as  an 
innovation,  provide  knowledge  heretofore  undetermined  which  will  be 
useful  in  the  promotion  of  new  practices  in  schools. 

Importance  to  the  Province  of  Saskatchewan.  H.  Janzen, 

Director  of  Curricula,  Department  of  Education,  Province  of  Saskat¬ 
chewan,  in  a  letter  dated  January  26,  1967,  in  answer  to  a  letter 
of  January  23,  1967,  requesting  information  regarding  the  implementation 
of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  in  the  province,  outlines  the  importance 
of  the  study  to  the  Saskatchewan  Department  of  Education: 

The  topic  you  are  tackling  is  one  with  which  we  are 
presently  concerned.  Just  last  week  we  had  a 
meeting  to  determine  how  we  could  arrange  an  evaluation 
of  the  extent  to  which  Division  I  and  II  programs  are 
being  implemented.  We  have  set  up  a  committee  of 
three  to  bring  forward  some  suggestions  as  to  methods 
of  discovering  what  is  actually  being  accomplished. 

Behind  this  investigation  we  hope  will  come  some 
positive  encouragement  to  those  areas  which  have 
progressed  very  little.^ 

This  statement  by  H.  Janzen  identifies  the  importance  of 
discovering  the  extent  of  the  implementation  of  the  Division  I  and 
II  Curriculum  Programs  in  the  province.  An  editorial  in  the  Arbus 


E.  J.  Ingram,  "Implementing  Educational  Change,"  The  Principal 
and  Educational  Change,  E.  Miklos  and  H.  E.  Farquhar,  editors  (Edmonton: 
The  Policy  Committee,  Leadership  Course  for  School  Principals,  1966), 
p.  45. 


1 2 

H.  Janzen.  A  letter  written  by  the  Director  of  Curricula, 
Department  of  Education,  Government  of  Saskatchewan,  to  the  author, 
dated  January  26,  1967,  and  attached  as  Appendix  A. 


.yJtffdsatnummoa  zJt  bn6  .yjfffdtefvtb  jit  .ztnsJay* 

1 _ - _ *%A+  A  kanfr.  ,  <an  n't*,  9A 


.bermonoo  zlsubrvrbnl  9dl  yd  bsvfsKmq  bib  929dl  26 
9dJ  no  DnfJsilnsanoa  yd  ,  fftw  ybuJa  jMJ  itfld  bsqort  2 ;  JI 


ns  26  II  noUIvrQ  to  aotfztislDBiBrto  9dl  to  no'flqsoisq  ^rBqlonMq 


9d  fflw  dotdw  b9nlnri9l9bnu  MdtolsiBd  sgbslwomi  ebtvoiq  .noUfivomil 

.  2  foodoz  nf  zsoIlDBiq  won  to  nofrlomoiq  sdl  nt  rut92u 


-16)1262  to  soofvoi*!  tnorlBOub3  to  InsmliBqsa  « BfuotnuD  to  lolasii-Q 


norinlno’isfqfnt  9dl  pnrbifip9ii  rtollfifliiotnl  pnIf29up9T[  «Kdef  «6S  yiBunsl  fo 


son&lioqmr  9dl  eenrFluo  ,9omvoiq  sdl  nl  mufuaHiuD  II  notztvia  sril  to 
:noHsoub3  to  InsmfiBqsQ  nBW9dol6)l2  62  9ftl  ol  ybul2  9ril  to 


9-16  9W  do^w  rtlfrw  9no  z\  pnrMDBt  916  uoy  orqoi  9di 

•  I  A..  f  A  /•  L  A  M  m.vm  ..  f  4«.  A<S 


norl6uf6V9  ns  9gnBii6  bfuoo  9w  wod  9ntrni9l9b  pi  grul99fn 
s'lb  zmfiipoiq  II  bns  I  noUfvIQ  dolrtw  ol  lnslx9  9dl  to 
to  9911  tmmoo  6  qu  192  9Vfid  9W  .bolnsfralquif  gn'od 

. 

.bodaKqmoDOfi  entsd  yfreuloB  zr  Ifidw  gntisvoozlb  to 
9fii02  affioo  r f fw  sqod  9w  noflfipMas^nr  2|dl  bntd98 
9VBd  dotrtw  26918  92odl  ol  1 ndrcsDBiuoong  9vrll2oq 


to  SDnBlioqmt  9dl  29ltlln9bl  nsxn60  .H  yd  In9m©l6l2  2^T 


bns  I  nofzfvKJ  9dl  to  noUBlnamsrqmr  sdl  to  fnslxs  9dl  pnrisvoozrfe 
\  sdl  n'r  If  .sonrvoiq  9dl  nr  ^  mulimnuD  II 


- - 


rr 


iBglonliq  9riT  \9gnisrtD  IsnoUBOubt  pn rinser qmIM  «mfiipni  .1  -3 
:nolHom5TJ  2ioll,b9  .ledupifit  .3  .H  bne  20l>JrM  .3  ,9gnfid0  rsnorlBOubB  bn-, 
t(d3Pf  e2f6qronH9  foodo2  lot  92iuoO  qfdeisbssJ  ..sdlllmmoO  yoHoS  eifT 

.60  .q 

.sruoInuD  to  lofoeitO  9dl  yd  nsllriw  "»9fl9f  A  .oosnsb  .H 
,  -iodluB  sril  ,1  .nBW9dol6)l2«2  to  lfi9fFni9voO  , nolle:  <  b3  to  lnsn.fi  fiqsG 

.A  xlbnsqqA  28  bsri36tl8  bns  JdGf  ,8$  yiBunsb  bslsb 


8 


further  enunciates  the  need  for  a  study  of  this  type: 

Ever  since  the  Division  System  became  officially 
established  in  Saskatchewan  we've  waited  anxiously 
for  a  transformation  of  education  in  this  province. 
We're  still  waiting. 

Teachers  have  been  deluged  with  words,  spoken  and 
written,  that  expounded  the  theory  of  the  continuous 
learning,  non-graded  school  system.  There  is  little 
evidence  to  indicate  that  the  theory  has  been  trans¬ 
lated  into  effective  practice J3 


IV.  DEFINITIONS  OF  TERMS  USED 


An  innovation.  This  term  is  used  throughout  this  study  in 

the  sense  in  which  it  is  used  by  Graham,  that  is,  a  new  practice 

of  which  acceptance  can  easily  be  discovered,  and  which  has  been 

introduced  sufficiently  recently  for  a  considerable  proportion  of 

the  population  to  be  still  in  the  process  of  adopting  itJ4 

Adoption  process.  This  term  is  employed  to  identify  the 

mental  process  that  individuals  pass  through  in  adopting  an  innovation. 

Rogers  claims  that  every  individual  passes  through  five  stages  in 

adopting  a  new  idea,  these  being:  (1)  the  awareness  stage,  (2)  the 

interest  stage,  (3)  the  evaluation  stage,  (4)  the  trial  stage,  and 

15 

(5)  the  adoption  stage. 


1 3 

Editorial,  "It's  Time  To  Translate  Theory  into  Practice," 
Arbus ,  3:1,  September-October ,  1966,  p.  5. 

1 4 

Saxon  Graham,  "Class  and  Conservation  in  the  Adoption  of 
Innovations,"  Human  Relations,  9:February,  1956,  p.  92. 

1 5 

Rogers,  0£.  cit. ,  pp.  17-18. 
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Diffusion.  The  term  diffusion  refers  to  the  spread  of  an 

innovation  from  its  source  to  its  adoption  or  rejection.  Rogers 

identifies  four  elements  in  the  diffusion  of  innovations--the  inno- 

1 6 

vation,  its  communication,  a  social  system,  and  time. 

Relative  advantage  of  an  innovation.  For  the  purpose  of  this 
study  the  relative  advantage  of  an  innovation  is  defined  as  the 
degree  to  which  the  Division  II  Curriculum  is  perceived  by  princi- 
pas  of  Division  II  schools  to  be  superior  to  the  Grade  4,  5  and  6 
Curriculums  which  it  replaces.  Thh’s  definition  is  in  keeping  with 
Rogers'  definition  of  the  term  as  the  degree  to  which  an  idea  is 
superior  to  the  idea  it  supersedes.^ 

Complexity  of  an  innovation.  This  term  refers  to  the  degree 
to  which  the  newly  authorized  Division  II  Curriculum  is  perceived  by 
principals  of  Division  II  schools  to  be  relatively  difficult  to  under¬ 
stand  and  use  when  compared  to  the  former  Grade  4,  5  and  6  Curriculums 
Compatibility  of  an  innovation.  This  term  is  used  throughout 
this  study  to  mean  the  degree  to  which  the  newly  authorized  Division  I 
Curriculum  is  perceived  by  principals  of  Division  II  schools  to  be 
operational ly  consistent  with  the  former  Grade  4,  5  and  6  Curriculums. 

Perception.  This  term  refers  to  the  way  in  which  principals 
of  Division  II  schools  respond  to  the  sense  and  impressions  they 
detect  concerning  the  Division  II  Curriculum.  The  definition  is 
consistent  with  the  definition  of  the  term  by  Lindesmith  and 


^  ^ I  bid. ,  p .  13. 

^  ^ I  bid. ,  p.  124. 
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c.  18 
Strauss. 

Division  II  school .  This  term  refers  to  any  Saskatchewan 
school  in  which  the  second  three  years  of  the  elementary  program, 
designated  as  Division  II,  are  completely  or  partially  instructed. 

Division  II  Curriculum.  This  term  refers  to  the  Curriculum 
issued  and  authorized  for  the  second  three  years  of  the  elementary 
school  in  July,  1965,  by  the  Saskatchewan  Department  of  Education. 
This  curriculum  replaces  the  former  Grade  4,  5  and  6  Curriculums. 

Adopter  school .  This  term  refers  to  any  school  which  has 
adopted  the  Division  II  Curriculum  as  authorized  by  the  Saskatchewan 
Department  of  Education. 

Non-adopter  school .  This  term  refers  to  any  school  in  the 
sample  which  does  not  meet  the  criterion  of  an  adopter  school. 

Adopter  principal.  This  term  refers  to  the  principal  of  an 
adopter  school . 

Non-adopter  principal.  This  term  refers  to  the  principal  of 
a  non-adopter  school . 

Tertiary  training.  This  term  refers  to  university  training. 

V.  ORGANIZATION  OF  THE  THESIS 

This  introductory  chapter  has  outlined  the  problem  which  will 
be  investigated,  its  importance,  the  definitions  of  the  terms  used, 


1 8 

Alfred  Lindesmith  and  Anselm  Strauss,  Social  Psychology  (New 
York:  Holt,  Rhinehart  and  Winston  Co.,  1956),  p.  85. 
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Chapter  III 


Chapter 

Chapter 


the  limitations  and  assumptions  which  underlie  the  study.  The 
remainder  of  the  thesis  will  be  organized  as  follows: 

Chapter  II:  Review  of  Related  Literature  and  Research 

and  the  Statement  of  Consequent  Hypotheses 
and  Problems. 

Research  procedures,  Instruments,  Samples, 
and  Methodology. 

IV:  Description  of  the  Sample. 

V:  Identification  of  Adopter  Schools  and 

Calculation  of  Indices  of  Relative  Advantage, 
Complexity  and  Compatibility. 

Analysis  of  Data  Relevant  to  Hypotheses. 
Description  of  the  Sources  of  Information, 
Areas  of  Difficulty,  Advantages  and 
Differences  Relative  to  the  Division  II 
Curriculum  as  Perceived  by  Principals. 

Chapter  VIII:  Summary,  Conclusions  and  Suggestions  for 

Further  Research. 


Chapter 

Chapter 


VI 

VII 


VI.  ASSUMPTIONS 


The  basic  assumption  of  this  study  is  that  principals  have 
considerable  freedom  with  regard  to  promoting  the  adoption  of  the 
Division  II  Curriculum  in  their  schools. 

A  second  assumption  is  that  although  the  authorization  for 
the  implementation  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  came  from  the 
Department  of  Education  of  the  province  of  Saskatchewan,  the 
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implementation  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  within  a  school  was 
dependent  upon  the  approval  of  the  principal. 

It  is  postulated  that  a  meaningful  and  discriminating  index 
or  indices  of  principals'  perceptions  of  Relative  Advantage,  Comple¬ 
xity,  and  Compatibility  can  be  developed  from  the  obtained  data. 

Accurate  recall,  perceptions,  and  judgments  by  principals  are  assumed. 
The  instruments  are  assumed  to  possess  a  degree  of  validity  and 
reliability  suitable  for  the  present  study,  and  to  produce  responses 
which  are  amenable  to  the  statistical  procedures  applied. 

VII.  SUMMARY  OF  CHAPTER  I 

The  Department  of  Education  in  the  province  of  Saskatchewan, 
in  authorizing  the  Division  II  Curriculum  which  incorporates  both 
the  continuous  progress  plan  and  the  non-graded  organization  for 
elementary  schools,  introduced  an  innovation  of  far  reaching  conse¬ 
quence.  The  literature  stresses  the  need  for  not  only  a  detailed 
investigation  of  the  way  in  which  educational  innovations  are  spread 
and  the  roles  of  principals  and  teachers  in  the  adoption  of  innovations, 
but  for  an  investigation  of  the  extent  of  the  diffusion  of  the  Division 
II  Curriculum  in  the  province  of  Saskatchewan. 

The  problem  of  this  study  is  two-fold:  to  determine  the  extent 
of  the  full  adoption  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  in  the  province  of 
Saskatchewan,  and  to  determine  the  relationship  between  the  principals' 
perception  of  the  characteristics  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  and 
the  full  adoption  of  the  program  in  their  schools. 
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CHAPTER  II 


REVIEW  OF  THE  LITERATURE 

I.  THE  ADOPTION  PROCESS 


The  adoption  and  diffusion  processes  are  described  in  detail 

by  Rogers  who  differentiates  between  the  two  processes: 

The  adoption  process  is  the  mental  process  through 
which  an  individual  passes  from  first  hearing  about 
an  innovation  to  final  adoption.  Five  stages  in 
the  adoption  process  are:  awareness,  interest, 
evaluation,  trial  and  adoption.  The  adoption 
process  differs  from  the  diffusion  process  in 
that  the  adoption  process  deals  with  the  adoption 
of  a  new  idea  by  one  individual,  while  the  diffusion 
process  deals  with  the  spread  of  new  ideas  in  a  social 
system,  or  with  the  spread  of  innovations  between  social 
systems  or  societies. ‘ 

Rogers  describes  the  type  of  behavior  an  adopting  unit  displays 
in  each  of  the  stages: 

1.  The  awareness  stage.  At  this  stage  the  individual  is 
exposed  to  the  innovation  but  lacks  complete  information  about  it. 

2.  The  interest  stage.  At  this  stage  the  individual  becomes 
interested  in  the  new  idea  and  seeks  additional  information  about  it. 

3.  The  evaluation  stage.  It  is  at  this  stage  that  the 
individual  mentally  applies  the  innovation  to  his  present  and  antici¬ 
pated  future  situation,  and  then  decides  whether  or  not  to  try  it. 

4.  The  trial  stage.  At  the  trial  stage  the  individual  uses 
the  innovation  on  a  small  scale  in  order  to  determine  its  utility  in 
his  own  situation. 


^Everett  M.  Rogers,  Diffusion  of  Innovations  (New  York:  The 
Free  Press  of  Glencoe,  19627Tp.  121. 
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5.  The  adoption  stage.  At  the  adoption  stage  the  individual 

2 

decides  to  continue  the  full  use  of  the  innovation. 

Two  comments  should  be  made  about  the  adoption  process.  First 
it  must  be  recognized  that  the  adoption  process  is  a  type  of  decision 
making. 


A  strategy  for  innovation  is,  in  essence,  a  strategy 
of  decision  making.  Decision  making  lies  at  the  very 
core  of  innovation  and  is  essential  to  the  rational 
strategy  for  moving  innovation  from  idea  to  reality, 
from  paper  to  people.  ...  It  (decision  making)  must 
be  an  integral  part  of  the  strategy  in  all  stages  of 
the  innovation  and  in  determining  the' changes' that 
innovations  will  generate. 3 

Second,  the  stages  of  the  adoption  process  are  not  discrete. 

There  is  very  little  evidence  as  to  exactly  how  many 
stages  there  are  in  the  adoption  process.  Nevertheless, 
until  more  evidence  is  available,  it  seems  conceptually 
clear  and  practically  sound  to  utilize  the  five-stage 
adoption  process. ^ 


Influences  which  Affect  the  Adoption  Process 

Various  influences  affect  the  individual  as  he  passes  through 
the  five  adoption  stages.  Rogers  identifies  these  as:  (1)  antecedents, 
(2)  sources  of  information,  and  (3)  characteristics  of  the  innovation. 

1.  Antecedents.  Antecedents  are  those  factors  present  in 
the  situation  prior  to  the  introduction  of  an  innovation.  Rogers 


^ I  bid. ,  pp.  81-86. 

3 

Derek  V.  Morris,  "A  Strategy  for  Innovation  in  Educational 
Systems,"  The  C.S.A.  Bulletin,  6:1,  November,  1966,  pp.  22-23. 

4 

Rogers,  ojd.  c i t . ,  pp.  97-98. 
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identifies  two  major  types  of  antecedents:  The  actor's  identity. 

and  his  perception  of  the  situation. 

The  actor's  identity,  which  affects  the  adoption  of 
innovations,  is  comprised  of  his  sense  of  security, 
his  dominant  values,  his  mental  ability  and  conceptual 
skill,  his  social  status  and  his  cosmopol i tness .  .  .  . 

The  actor's  perception  of  the  situation  affects  his 
adoption  behavior.  The  social  systems  norms  on  inno¬ 
vativeness  serve  as  incentives  or  restraints  on  his 
behavior. 

2.  Sources  of  information.  Information  sources  are  important 

stimuli  to  the  individual  in  the  adoption  process. 

The  individual  becomes  aware  of  the  innovation  mainly 
by  impersonal  and  cosmopolite  sources  such  as  mass 
media.  At  the  evaluation  stage  the  individual  forms 
his  perception  of  the  characteristics  of  the  innovation. 

Local ite  and  personal  information  sources  are  more 
important  at  the  evaluation  stage. 

3.  Characteristics  of  the  innovation.  Barnett  identifies  the 
importance  of  the  characteristics  of  an  innovation  in  relation  to  its 
adoption. 

The  reception  given  to  a  new  idea  is  not  so  fortuitous 
and  unpredictable  as  it  sometimes  appears  to  be.  The 
characteristics  of  the  idea  itself  is  an  important 
determi nant. ' 


Rogers  identifies  five  characteristics  of  innovations  which  affect 
the  rate  of  adoption.  Each  characteristic  is  conceptually  distinct,  but 
somewhat  interrelated  to  the  other  four. 


5 1 b i d .  ,  pp.  305-307. 

6Ibid. ,  p.  307. 

^Horner  G.  Barnett,  Innovations :  The  Basis  of  Cultural  Change 
(New  York:  McGraw  Hill  and  Co. ,  1953) ,  p.  3TT. 


.tffJnabr  i' -iotas  9rtT  :2tnsb<09Jni  to  zeqtf  toUm  owi  aeminsbt 


.noBftuifa  9di  to  nottasonaq  2 rrf  bns 


.^Huoea  to  sen92  zM  to  b92hqmoD  i\  f2fiori6voonr 
fftuiqaonoD  bn6  *jHMs  TfiJnsm  2rrt  f29ur&v  insnrrnob  2i“rt 
.  .  .  .229nJ Koqomzoo  2 tfl  bns  zoftfz  Tferooz  2 trt  . 'fMe 

-onnf  no  2nnon  2ffl932y,2  ferooz  9dT  .*iofvBri9d  nofiqobfi 


atrt  no  2infr6ii29^  10  aevBnsonf  a*  9*n9Z  22$n9vB6v 

.•fofrvsn9d 


tnfct'ioqmr  s *ib  293*11102  noBstfriotnl  .nbl  /BBHotnl1  to  esoiuo? 

.22&D0*iq  noBqob6  9rti  n?  fftUbtvtbflt'  artl  oi  Mumttz 

^rnrsm  noBavonnfr  sdi  to  9*16*6  at*w>39d  ffiubl’vrbnt  sriT 
225 /*  26  rtoua  293*1002  airfoqomaoo  bnfi  renoaiDomf  *d 
zm-iot  fftubfvrbn*  erti  seeia  nori6Uf6V9  odd  JA  .B'rbem 
.norJfivonnf  srti  to  aoBaHaJofiiafto  Bdi  to  noBq93*i9q  aM 
9*to*n  d*f  6  293  ijc>£  nor}  «r«*fOt ft  I1  fsnonsq  bru>  airreooJ 

1  ,S|35,  2  r.orJso'  *  *>  ®d  ?  +*  3:\  S10  a;  i 


9/1.1  as>mjn9br  ii9rn 58  .nortEVK^ni  artt  to  J  a  nsijfeiBfO  .£ 


air  of  noBcFyi  nr  notisvonnf’  n6  to  aaBEhtdiOB'ififta  9/1i  to  9Dne.t^oqfTir 


.noBqobe 


zuoiFuinot  02  ion  z\  *sbF  wan  6  oi  rmfj>  noriqso^v  srtT 

< 


inBinoqnrt  ns  if  tfeaif  ssb*  9fti  to  23ii2H9i36n6fb 

•.insncnnsieb 


iodtte  rtoFiiw  2noB6Vonnr  to  zD'rfznsfwbt.o  avit  aortBnsbh  znspofl 

Jud  .iontiatb  f 6uiq9Dnoo  2f  oBaHsiDfinerb  rto*3  .noiiqobB  t6  si6*i  9;1J 

%  l  ■ 

.  uot  'ten to  9/1:  of  taisla'i : jinr  iodWoz 


AOC-JOt  .  aq  ,.£rdl 

9on6rt3  UnuifuD  to  zB»8  9riT  :2fioB*vonnI  ,ii9mfl8  .0  i9/noHV 


16 


It  matters  little  whether  or  not  an  innovation  has 
a  great  degree  of  advantage  over  the  idea  it  is 
replacing.  What  does  matter  is  whether  the  individual 
perceives  the  relative  advantage  of  the  innovation. 

Likewise  it  is  the  potential  adopter's  perceptions 
of  the  compatibility,  complexity,  divisibility,  and 
communicability  of  the  innovation  that  affects  its 
rate  of  adoption. 8 

Rogers  describes  each  of  the  five  characteristics  of  innovations 
in  detail . 


1.  Relative  advantage.  Relative  advantage  is  the 
degree  to  which  an  innovation  is  superior  to 
ideas  it  supersedes. 9 

The  relative  advantage  of  a  new  idea,  as  perceived 
by  members  of  a  social  system,  affects  its  rate  of 
adoption. 1 0 

2.  Compatibi 1 ity.  Compatibility  is  the  degree  to  which 
an  innovation  is  consistent  with  existing  values 
and  past  experience  of  the  adopters.  An  idea  that 
is  not  compatible  with  the  cultural  norms  of  a 
social  system  will  not  be  adopted  so  rapidly  as 

an  idea  that  is  compatible. • 1 

An  innovation  may  be  compatible  not  only  with  cultural 
values  but  also  with  previously  adopted  ideas.  Com¬ 
patibility  of  an  innovation  with  a  preceding  idea  that 
is  evaluated  unfavorably  may  retard  its  rate  of  adoption. 
Thus  compatibility  may  either  speed  up  or  retard  adoption 
rate  J  2 


3. 


Complexity.  Complexity  is  the  degree  to  which  an 
innovation  is  relatively  difficult  to  understand  and 


g 

Rogers,  o£.  cit. ,  p.  124. 
^ I  bid. ,  p.  124. 

10Ibid.  ,  p.  126. 

1 1 1bid.  ,  pp.  126-127. 

1 2 1 b i d .  ,  p.  127. 
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use.  Although  research  evidence  is  far  from 
conclusive,  the  generalization  is  suggested 
that  the  complexity  of  an  innovation  as  perceived 
by  members  of  a  social  system,  affects  its  rate 

of  adoption. 13 

4.  Divisibi 1 ity.  Divisibility  is  the  degree  to  which 
an  innovation  may  be  tried  on  a  limited  basis.  New 
ideas  which  can  be  tried  on  the  installment  plan 
will  generally  be  adopted  more  rapidly  than  inno¬ 
vations  which  are  not  divisible.  ...  A  generali¬ 
zation  suggests,  in  spite  of  its  lack  of  wide 
evidence,  that  the  divisibility  of  an  innovation, 
as  perceived  by  members  of  a  social  system,  affects 
its  rate  of  adoption. 14 

5.  Communicabi 1 ity.  Communicability  is  the  degree  to 
which  the  results  of  an  innovation  may  be  diffused  to 
others.  The  communicability  of  an  innovation,  as 
perceived  by  members  of  a  social  system,  affects  its 
rate  of  adoption. 15 


The  Use  of  Relative  Advantage,  Complexity  and  Compatibility 


In  the  study  of  the  relation  of  the  principals'  perception  of 
the  characteristics  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  and  the  adoption  of 
the  program  only  the  first  three  characteristics  of  relative  advantage, 
compatibility  and  complexity  are  considered. 

Divisibility  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  for  the  purpose  of 
this  study  is  accepted.  The  two  main  segments  of  the  program,  promotion 
based  upon  units  of  work  completed  and  grouping  of  students  within  class¬ 
rooms  for  the  instruction  of  arithmetic,  reading,  language  and  spelling, 


13Ibid.  ,  p.  130. 
1 4 1 b i d . ,  p.  131. 
1 5 Ibid. ,  p.  132. 
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may  be  implemented  separately.  The  instruction  of  pupils  in  groups 
in  the  four  skill  subjects,  as  well,  may  be  implemented  subject  by 
subject,  with  no  interdependence  on  the  other  subjects  instructed. 

It  is  therefore  assumed  that  the  Division  II  Curriculum  possesses 
divisibility  and  may  be  tried  on  a  limited  basis,  and  as  a  result 
divisibility  as  a  characteristic  of  the  innovation  is  not  considered 
in  this  study. 

Communicability,  while  an  important  factor  in  affecting  the 
adoption  process,  is  not  considered  in  this  study  for  two  main  reasons. 
First,  each  principal  and  teacher  of  Division  II  classes  was  issued 
an  Elementary  School  Curriculum  Guide  for  Division  II  concurrently, 
as  well  as  the  pamphlets  Some  Questions  and  Answers  Relative  To  A 
Plan  For  The  Reorganization  of  Instruction  in  Saskatchewan  Schools, 
and  A  Plan  For  The  Reorganization  of  Instruction  in  Saskatchewan 
School s  providing  each  party  with  egual  source  material.  Second,  the 
principal's  role  as  a  result  became  one  of  an  innovation  interpreter 
rather  than  innovation  communicator,  thus  invalidating  a  study  of  the 
principals'  perception  of  the  communicability  of  the  Division  II  Curri¬ 
culum. 

Current  Research  on  the  Characteristics  of  Innovations 

Two  recent  research  studies  conducted  to  determine  the  relation 
between  the  adopter's  perception  of  the  characteristics  of  innovation 
and  the  time  of  the  actual  implementation  of  the  innovations  set  prece¬ 
dence  for  this  research  study. 

Carlson  by  assuming  that  the  characteristics  of  an  innovation 
account  for  its  rate  of  diffusion  studied  the  implementation  of  accelerated 
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programs,  foreign  language,  modern  mathematics,  programmed  instruc¬ 
tion  and  team  teaching  in  Oregon  school  systems.  As  a  result  of  the 
study  Carlson  found,  "based  on  this  limited  effort,  it  can  be  seen 
that  varying  rates  of  diffusion  of  educational  innovations  are 

“I  C 

only  partly  accounted  for  by  the  five  characteristics  of  innovations." 

Holdaway  considered  only  the  relative  advantage,  complexity 
and  compatibility  dimensions  in  a  study  of  359  teachers'  and  36  princi¬ 
pals'  perceptions  of  the  characteristics  of  five  innovations: 
departmentalization,  consultants,  parent  interviews,  Grade  5  and 
6  French,  and  television.  Multiple  regression  analyses  were  performed 
in  an  attempt  to  determine  whether  perception  of  any  of  the  characteris¬ 
tics  could  be  used  as  predictors  of  early  or  in-depth  adoption  of 
particular  innovations.  The  obtained  result  pointed  to  relative  advantage 
and  compatibility  as  being  more  associated  with  adoptions  than  other 
chracteristics.  ^ 

II.  THE  DIVISION  II  CURRICULUM 

In  July,  1965,  the  Department  of  Education  of  the  province  of 
Saskatchewan  issued  and  authorized  the  Elementary  Curriculum  Guide  for 
Division  II  for  implementation  in  Saskatchewan  schools.  Two  major  changes 
in  school  organization  were  inculcated  in  the  new  program,  the  replacing 


1 6 

Richard  0.  Carlson,  Adoption  of  Educational  Innovations  (Eugene, 
Oregon:  The  Centre  for  Advanced  Study  of  Educational  Administration,  1965), 
p.  73. 


^E.  A.  Holdaway,  "Five  Characteristics  of  Innovations,"  (unpublished 
manuscript,  The  University  of  Alberta,  1967). 
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of  Grades  4,  5  and  6  by  12  Units  of  Work  and  the  grouping  of  students 
within  classrooms  as  a  procedure  to  challenge  pupils  and  allow  for 
differing  rates  of  student  progress. 

In  the  Forward  of  the  Elementary  Curriculum  Guide  for  Division 
1 1  the  Department  of  Education  describes  the  reorganization  of  instruc- 
ti  on . 


This  Curriculum  Guide  for  Division  II  (years  I,  II,  III) 
is  the  second  phase  in  the  implementation  of  the  plan  for 
the  reorganization  of  instruction  in  Saskatchewan  schools. 

The  reorganization  is  based  on  the  conviction  that  the 
removal  of  grades  is  a  necessary  condition  for  the  fullest 
development  of  individual  pupils.  Educational  research  has 
provided  abundant  evidence  that  pupils  differ  markedly 
in  their  rates  and  capacity  for  learning.  School  adminis¬ 
trators,  therefore,  have  been  faced  with  the  problem  of 
devising  new  procedures  which  will  challenge  each  pupil 
to  his  fullest  effort,  and  at  the  same  time  allow  differing 
rates  of  progress. 18 

Mr.  H.  Janzen,  Director  of  Curricula,  states  three  criteria  for 
distinguishing  between  adopter  and  non-adopter  schools  of  the  Division 
II  Curriculum. 

The  criteria  for  distinguishing  between  those  who  have 
adopted  effectively  the  Division  II  Dhilosoohv  and  those 
who  have  not  would  appear  to  me  as  being  the  following: 

(a)  Belief  in  the  "continuous  progress"  concept  for  each 
individual  (b)  Flexible  promotion  (no  grades)  (c)  Effective 
grouping  of  pupils. 

1.  Grouping.  In  a  pamphlet  published  by  the  Department  of  Edu¬ 
cation  in  October,  1963,  grouping  procedures  were  outlined. 


1 8 

Government  of  Saskatchewan,  Department  of  Education,  Elementary 
School  Curriculum  Guide  for  Division  II  (Regina,  Saskatchewan:  Queen ' s 
Printer,  1965),  p.  3. 

19 

Janzen,  0£.  cit. ,  p.  2-3. 
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Grouping  is  an  instructional  procedure  based  on  the 
learning  needs  of  individual  pupils.  By  grouping, 
teachers  can  adapt  the  curriculum  to  individual  needs 
and  provide  appropriate  means  for  continuous  develop¬ 
ment.  Most  classes  tend  to  divide  themselves  into 
three  groups:  those  who  are  unquestionably  mature; 
those  who  are  capable  of  average  progress;  and  those 
who  develop  slowly.  .  .  .  The  specific  needs  of  the 
child  determine  his  grouping,  hence  flexible  grouping 
is  desirable.  All  grouping  is  done  in  such  a  way  that 
the  pupil  is  working  on  his  achievement  and  maturity 
level . 20 

A  further  statement,  contained  in  the  same  publication  sets,  by 
inference,  the  number  of  groups  to  be  organized  in  each  classroom.  "It 
has  been  found  through  practice  that  a  teacher  can  manage  at  least  three 
groups  in  her  classroom.  Each  group  moves  from  unit  to  unit  at  a 
different  rate."2^ 

2*  Units  of  Work.  The  removal  of  grades  as  a  necessary  condition 

for  the  fullest  development  of  individuals  resulted  in  the  incorporation 

of  "Units  of  Work."  The  planned  "Units  of  Work"  as  used  in  the  skill 

subjects  within  the  revised  curriculum  guides  are  organized  in  a  step 

by  step,  continuous  progress  method  which  replaces  the  previous  grades. 

The  concept  which  will  be  used  in  the  skill  subjects, 
in  which  grouping  is  vital,  is  that  of  a  step  by  step 
process  in  the  mastering  of  basic  content.  ...  It  is 
planned  to  organize  twelve  units  of  work  within  each  of 
the  primary  and  junior  division  for  each  of  the  following 
areas  of  study:  reading,  arithmetic,  and  English  language 
(including  spelling  and  handwriting). 


20 

Government  of  Saskatchewan.  A  Plan  for  the  Reorganization  of 
Instruction  in  Saskatchewan  Schools.  TRegina,  Saskatchewan:  Queen's 
Printer,  19637,  p,  7-8.  (TTimeographed. ) 

21  Ibid, ,  p.  8. 

22Ibid,,  p.  8. 
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Pupils  are  promoted  from  unit  to  unit  as  the  requirements  of 

the  unit  in  the  skill  subject  are  mastered,  with  no  fixed  standards 

of  achievement  within  a  set  time.  Evaluation  is  continuous,  and  there 

is  no  particular  day  of  decision  regarding  grade  placement  for  the 

pupil.  In  regard  to  the  end  of  the  school  year  the  Curriculum  Division 

of  the  Department  of  Education  states: 

At  the  end  of  the  school  year,  each  child  ends  his 
work  at  the  unit  that  he  has  reached.  He  returns 
to  this  unit  upon  his  return  in  September.  This  is 
one  of  the  main  strengths  of  the  nongraded  plan- 
no  "failing,"  no  "skipping,"  just  a  sensible  continua¬ 
tion  of  progress. 23 


The  Implementation  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum 


Although  the  Elementary  School  Curricul urn  Guide  for  Division  II 

was  issued  and  authorized  for  use  by  the  Department  of  Education  of  the 

Province  of  Saskatchewan  in  July  of  1965,  it  was  recognized  and  accepted 

that  many  schools  would  require  additional  time  to  effectively  implement 

the  program,  as  was  pointed  out  in  the  Forward  of  this  publication. 

This  Guide  replaces  for  the  second  three  years  of 
the  elementary  school  the  formerly  issued  Elementary 
School  Curriculum,  and  Curriculum  Guides  I,  II,  III 
and  IV.  It  is  the  authorized  program  for  Division  II. 
Understandably  it  will  take  time  in  many  schools  to 
move  effectively  into  the  reorganization. 24 

H.  Janzen,  Director  of  Curricula,  Department  of  Education,  Province 
of  Saskatchewan,  in  a  letter  dated  January  26,  1967,  acknowledges  the 
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Curriculum  Division,  Department  of  Education,  Province  of 
Saskatchewan,  "The  Nongraded  Elementary  School,"  (Regina,  Saskatchewan: 
Curriculum  Division,  1959),  p.  8.  (Mimeographed.) 

24 

Government  of  Saskatchewan,  1965,  ojd_.  cit. ,  p.  3. 
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variation  in  the  degree  of  implementation  of  the  Division  II 
Curriculum  in  the  schools  of  the  province,  and  suggests  a  reason 
for  the  variation. 

.  .  .  the  degree  of  implementation  varies  markedly 
depending  upon  the  acceptance  of  the  philosophy  by 
Superintendents,  principals  and  teachers.  ...  I 
think  it  would  be  possible  to  obtain  representative 
samples  of  two  kinds:  ones  where  good  progress  in 
implementation  has  been  made,  apd  ones  where  little 
has  been  accomplished  to  date. 


III.  THE  PRINCIPAL  AS  A  CHANGE  AGENT  IN 
IMPLEMENTATION  OF  INNOVATIONS 


The  Principal  as  a  "Change  Agent11 

In  the  adoption  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  it  is  accepted 
that  the  principals  of  Division  II  schools  play  an  important  change 
agent  role.  This  contention  is  ratified  by  the  findings  of  Chesler, 
Schmuck  and  Lippitt  in  their  study  of  the  role  of  the  principal  in 
facilitating  the  adoption  of  innovations  in  nine  elementary  and  secondary 
schools.  They  discovered  that  the  principal  is  an  important  influence 
in  promoting  classroom  innovations  by  teachers,  and  that  the  principal 
can  directly  stimulate  inventiveness  by  either  suggesting  or  supporting 
new  ideas.  Rather  than  being  an  innovater  himself,  the  principal's  chief 
function  in  change  is  to  facilitate  and  encourage  innovation  on  the 
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part  of  the  school  staff. 

Demeter,  in  discussing  the  principal's  role  in  innovation, 

agrees  with  the  Chesler  findings. 

Building  principals  are  key  figures  in  the  process. 

Where  they  are  both  aware  and  sympathetic  to  an  inno¬ 
vation,  it  tends  to  prosper.  Where  they  are  ignorant 
of  its  existence,  or  apathetic  if  not  hostile,  it  tends 
to  remain  outside  of  the  blood  stream  of  the  school. ” 

Griffiths  concludes,  as  a  result  of  his  study  of  232  elementary 

principals  in  a  simulated  administrative  situation  called  Whittman 

School,  that  the  elementary  principal  seldom  introduces  a  new  idea 

into  the  school  system.  The  initiative  for  change  must  come  from 

the  top,  and  the  principal  is  at  least  three  steps  from  the  top.  Once 

a  change  has  been  sanctioned  by  his  superiors,  however,  the  principal 

28 

will  work  to  effect  that  change  at  the  building  level, 

Purvis  recognizes  the  principal  as  enjoying  "...  an  opportunity 

for  bringing  about  change  which  is  not  duplicated  by  any  other  individual 

29 

in  the  educational  system."  Downey  is  in  agreement  as  he  sees  the 


Mark  Chesler,  Richard  Schmuck  and  Richard  Lippitt,  "The  Principal's 
Role  in  Facilitating  Innovation,"  Theory  into  Practice,  Volume  2,  December, 
1963,  p.  279. 
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Lee  Demeter,  "Accelerating  the  Local  Use  of  Improved  Educational 
Practice  in  School  Systems. "  (Unpublished  doctoral  dissertation.  Teachers 
College,  Columbia  University,  1951),  cited  by  Everett  M.  Rogers,  "What  are 
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in  the  School  System,"  Theory  into  Practice,  Volume  2,  December,  1963, 
pp,  283-284. 
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N.  M.  Purvis,  "The  Use  of  Staff  Projects  in  In-Service  Education," 
The  Skills  of  an  Effective  Principal.  Lawrence  W.  Downey,  editor  (Edmonton: 
The  Policy  Committee,  Leadership  Course  for  School  Principals,  1961),  p.  73. 
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effective  principal  as  an  administrator  who  .  .  will  see  to  it 

new  ideas  find  their  way  into  his  school.  ...  In  effect,  he  will 

30 

become  his  own  change  agent." 

Miles,  in  the  summary  of  Group  Discussions  at  the  Seminar  on 

Change  Processes  in  the  Public  Schools,  reports: 

We  have  been  talking  up  to  that  point  almost  as  if  the 
superintendent  was  the  key— as  if  he  were  the  only 
person  in  the  situation  and  as  if  his  way  of  operating 
an  innovative  role  was  going  to  be  the  sole  determinant 
of  the  consequences.  The  group  began  backing  away  and 
pointing  out  that  there  are  figures  called  building 
principals  and  various  figures  in  the  system,  and  that 
working  with  them  becomes  very  crucial. 

Seger,  in  a  study  which  sought  to  examine  the  amount  of  vari¬ 
ability  among  individual  schools  in  the  adoption  of  new  practices 
that  can  be  explained  in  terms  of  the  factors  associated  with  the 
school  principal  states: 

In  general,  elementary  school  principals,  when  described 
in  terms  of  certain  characteristics,  do  have  an  important 
influence  on  the  adoption  of  new  educational  practices 
within  the  schools  to  which  they  are  assigned. 32 
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Lawrence  W.  Downey,  "Statesmanship  in  Education,"  The  Skills 
of  an  Effective  Principal.  Lawrence  W.  Downey,  editor  (Edmonton:  The 
Policy  Committee,  Leadership  Course  for  School  Principals,  1961),  p.  135. 
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Matthew  B.  Miles,  "Summaries  of  Group  Discussions.  Seminar  on 
Change  Processes  in  the  Public  Schools,  Group  A,"  Change  Processes  in 
the  Public  Schools  (Eugene,  Oregon:  The  Centre  for  the  Advanced  Study 
of  Educational  Administration,  1965),  p.  81. 
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J.  E.  Seger,  "Principals  as  Innovators,"  The  Principal  and 
Educational  Change.  E.  Miklos  and  H.  E.  Farquhar,  editors  (Edmonton: 

The  Policy  Committee,  Leadership  Course  for  School  Principals,  1966), 
p.  54. 
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Brickell,  considers  the  change  agent  role  of  the  principal  as 
being  based  upon  authority,  and  by  the  use  of  authority  the  principal 
can  implement  innovations. 

The  administrator  may  promote--or  prevent--innovation. 

He  cannot  stand  aside,  or  be  ignored.  He  is  powerful 
not  because  he  has  a  monopoly  on  imagination,  creativity, 
or  interest  in  change--the  opposite  is  common--but  simply 
because  he  has  the  authority  to  precipitate  the  decision. 
Authority  is  a  critical  element  in  innovation,  because 
proposed  changes  generate  mixed  reactions  which  can  ^3 
prevent  concensus  among  peers  and  result  in  stagnation. 


The  Principal  and  Program  Development 


The  Division  II  Curriculum  as  authorized  causes  changes  in  the 
program  of  individual  schools  requiring  a  new  program  to  be  developed 
at  this  level  in  every  school. 

MacKay  sees  the  principalship  as  the  key  position  in  program 
development. 

If  program  development  activities  are  to  have  any  effect 
upon  what  goes  on  in  the  school,  the  application  or 
implementation  of  the  program  is  a  vitally  important 
task.  It  is  at  precisely  this  point  that  the  principalship 
emerges  as  the  key  position  in  program  devel opment. ^ 
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Henry  M.  Brickell,  "State  Organization  for  Educational  Change: 
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The  key  role  of  the  principal  in  program  development  is  also 

accepted  by  Neal,  who  identifies  the  principal's  role  in  relation 

to  other  educational  agencies. 

The  principal  has  a  key  role  in  the  development  of 
an  adequate  program.  While  the  major  responsibility 
for  setting  general  aims  and  selecting  curriculum 
usually  lies  with  provincial  authorities  or  with 
the  school  board,  the  principal  must  not  only  under¬ 
stand  the  basis  of  curriculum  but  in  some  cases  he 
must  actually  construct  a  curriculum  for  some  of 
his  pupils  .  .  .  he  is  the  guide  and  consultant  for 
teachers  who  are  making  decisions  related  to  the 
teaching  process  and  the  final  translation  of  units 
of  instruction  into  learning  experiences.^ 


IV:  HYPOTHESES 


The  exploratory  nature  of  this  study  and  the  lack  of  research 

and  learned  opinions  in  the  field  only  suggest  a  positive  correlation 

between  the  principals'  perception  of  the  characteristics  of  the  Division 

II  Curriculum  and  the  adoption  of  the  program  in  their  schools.  As 

a  result,  three  major  hypotheses  have  been  developed,  based  upon 

Rogers'  theory  of  the  effect  which  the  innovator's  perception  of  the 

36 

characteristics  of  an  innovation  has  upon  the  adoption  process. 


Major  Hypotheses 

Hypothesis  1.  "Principals  of  schools  containing  Division  II  tend 
to  adopt  more  quickly  innovations  which  they  perceive  to  have  a  high 
relative  advantage." 


35 

W.  D.  Neal,  "The  Principal  and  Program  Development,"  The  Princi¬ 
pal  and  Program  Development.  F.  Enns,  editor  (Edmonton:  The  Policy 
Committee,  Leadership  Course  for  School  Principals,  1964),  p.  2. 

36 

Rogers,  0£.  cit. ,  p.  124. 
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Null  Hypothesis  1.  "There  is  no  significant  correlation  between 
the  adoption  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  in  a  school  and  the  perception 
of  the  relative  advantage  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  held  by  the 
principal  of  that  school." 

Alternate  Hypothesis  1.  "A  significant  positive  correlation 

exists  between  the  adoption  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  in  a  school 

and  the  perception  of  the  relative  advantage  of  the  Division  II  Curri¬ 

culum  held  by  the  principal  of  that  school." 

Hypothesis  2.  "Principals  of  schools  containing  Division  II 
tend  to  adopt  more  quickly  innovations  which  they  perceive  to  have  a 
high  degree  of  compatibility." 

Null  Hypothesis  2.  "There  is  no  significant  correlation  between 
the  adoption  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  in  a  school  and  the  perception 
of  the  compatibility  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  held  by  the  principal 
of  that  school . " 

Alternate  Hypothesis  2.  "A  significant  positive  correlation 

exists  between  the  adoption  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  in  a  school 

and  the  perception  of  compatibility  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  held 
by  the  principal  of  that  school." 

Hypothesis  3.  "Principals  of  schools  containing  Division  II  tend 
to  adopt  more  quickly  innovations  which  they  perceive  to  have  a  low 
degree  of  complexity." 

Null  Hypothesis  3.  "There  is  no  significant  correlation  between 
the  adoption  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  in  a  school  and  the  perception 
of  the  complexity  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  held  by  the  principal 
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Alternate  Hypothesis  3.  "A  significant  positive  correlation 
exists  between  the  adoption  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  in  a  school 
and  the  perception  of  the  complexity  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum 
held  by  the  principal  of  that  school." 

Related  Hypotheses 

In  addition  to  the  three  major  hypotheses  seven  related  hypoth¬ 
eses  concerning  the  characteristics  of  principals  and  the  adoption 

of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  and  four  related  hypotheses  concerning 
the  characteristics  of  the  school  and  the  adoption  of  the  Division  II 
Curriculum  were  developed. 

37  38 

The  results  of  research  by  Carlson  and  Hemphill  among 

39  40 

school  superintendents  and  the  research  by  Holdaway  and  Marion 
among  elementary  school  principals  suggest  a  number  of  general  hypotheses 
regarding  the  characteristics  of  educational  innovators  and  the  adoption 
of  educational  innovations.  The  seven  hypotheses  selected  concerning 
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Carlson,  oja.  cit.  ,  pp.  49-66. 

38 

H.  David  Hemphill,  "A  Survey  and  Analyses  of  the  Adoption  of 
Automatic  Data  Processing  in  Canadian  School  Districts,"  (unpublished 
Master's  thesis,  the  University  of  Alberta,  Edmonton,  1966). 

39 

Edward  Allan  Holdaway,  "An  Analysis  of  Some  Factors  Affecting 
Innovation  in  Elementary  Schools',"  (unpublished  Master's  thesis,  the 
University  of  Alberta,  Edmonton,  1966). 

40 

Guy  Bertrand  Marion,  "A  Study  of  Selected  Factors  Related  to 
the  Innovativeness  of  Elementary  School  Principals,"  (unpublished 
Doctoral  dissertation,  the  University  of  Alberta,  Edmonton,  Alberta, 
1966). 
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the  characteristics  of  the  principals  of  schools  containing  Division 
II  and  the  adoption  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  are  considered 
to  be  most  applicable  to  this  study. 

Related  Principal  Null  Hypothesis.  Adopter  principals  do  not 
differ  significantly  from  non-adopter  principals  on  the  following 
variables : 

4.1  Years  of  experience  as  principal. 

4.2  Years  of  experience  as  principal  of  this  school. 

4.3  Sex  of  principal. 

4.4  Age  of  principal . 

4.5  Years  of  tertiary  training. 

4.6  University  degree(s)  held. 

4.7  Graduate  work  completed  in  educational  administration. 
Related  Principal  Alternative  Hypothesis.  Adopter  principals 

differ  significantly  from  non-adopter  principals  on  the  following 
variables: 

4.1  Years  of  experience  as  principal. 

4.2  Years  of  experience  as  principal  of  this  school. 

4.3  Sex  of  principal . 

4.4  Age  of  principal . 

4.5  Years  of  tertiary  training. 

4.6  University  degree(s)  held. 

4.7  Graduate  work  completed  in  educational  administration. 
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Four  related  hypothesis  are  as  well  suggested  by  the  research 

41  42  43  44 

of  Carlson,  Hemphill,  Holdaway  and  Marion  regarding  the 

characteristics  of  the  adopting  unit,  which  in  this  study  is  the 

Division  II  school,  and  the  adoption  of  educational  innovations. 

Related  School  Null  Hypothesis.  Adopter  schools  do  not  differ 

significantly  from  non-adopter  schools  on  the  following  variables: 

5.1  Grades  contained  in  the  school. 

5.2  Number  of  full  time  teachers  in  the  school. 

5.3  Number  of  Division  II  Classes  in  the  school. 

5.4  Location  of  the  school. 

Related  School  Alternate  Hypothesis.  Adopter  schools  differ 
significantly  from  non-adopter  schools  on  the  following  variables: 

5.1  Grades  contained  in  the  school. 

5.2  Number  of  full  time  teachers  in  the  school. 

5.3  Number  of  Division  II  Classes  in  the  school. 

5.4  Location  of  the  school. 

V:  SUMMARY  OF  CHAPTER  II 

In  this  chapter  literature  relevant  to  the  proposed  research 
study  has  been  reviewed  establishing  the  characteristics  of  innovations 
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as  being  a  determinant  of  the  rate  of  adoption  of  innovations.  Two 
previous  research  studies  which  give  precedence  for  this  research 
have  been  identified  and  summarized. 

The  Division  II  Curriculum  as  authorized  was  discussed,  and 
the  varied  extent  of  its  implementation  in  the  schools  of  Saskatchewan 
was  noted. 

The  principal  was  identified  as  the  change  agent  at  the  school 
building  level,  and  the  importance  of  the  principal's  role  in  program 
development  was  documented.  The  principal  can  therefore  be  accepted 
as  the  key  figure  in  the  implementation  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum 
at  the  school  building  level. 

Based  upon  the  literature  and  research  reviewed  in  this  chapter, 
three  major  hypotheses,  in  the  form  of  null  and  alternative  hypotheses, 
were  stated.  The  relationship  between  the  adoption  of  the  Division  II 
Curriculum  and  characteristics  of  the  principal  and  the  school  were 
considered  as  related  problems  to  be  investigated  in  addition  to  the 
main  research  study. 
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CHAPTER  III 


RESEARCH  PROCEDURES,  INSTRUMENTS,  SAMPLES  AND  METHODOLOGY 

I.  VARIABLES 

The  variables  for  this  study  are  defined  in  the  following 

manner. 

The  Dependent  Variable 

The  dependent  variable  is  the  adoption  of  the  Division  II 
Curriculum  as  authorized  by  the  Saskatchewan  Department  of  Education 
in  July,  1965.  The  identification  of  the  adopter  school  is  based 
upon  two  criteria:  (a)  the  elimination  of  grades  and  flexible 
promotion  in  units  of  work;  (b)  grouping  of  students  in  the  subjects 
arithmetic,  reading,  language  and  spelling.  Those  schools  which  have 
not  adopted  these  two  administrative  procedures  will  be  classified  as 
non-adopter  schools. 

The  Independent  Variables 

The  independent  variables  of  the  three  major  hypotheses  are 
the  principals'  perception  of  the  characteristics  of  the  Division  II 
Curriculum  in  the  dimensions  of  relative  advantage,  complexity,  and 
compatibility.  The  independent  variables  of  the  related  hypotheses 
are  seven  characteristics  of  the  principals  of  Division  II  schools 
and  four  characteristics  of  Division  II  schools. 
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II.  THE  POPULATION 


This  study  encompasses  all  principals  of  schools  containing 
Division  II  in  the  Province  of  Saskatchewan.  The  complete  population 
is  selected  for  the  reason  of  obtaining  a  survey  of  the  extent  of 
the  implementation  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  in  Saskatchewan 
schools. 

Principals  have  been  selected  as  the  sample  population  upon 
which  this  study  will  focus  in  the  desire  to  obtain  more  accurate  data 
concerning  the  implementation  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum. 

H.  Janzen,  in  discussing  the  proposed  population  for  consideration 

states : 


The  big  problem  is  to  discover  the  degree  of  imple¬ 
mentation.  One  way  might  be  to  prepare  a  questionnaire 
for  superintendents  to  complete.  More  accurate  data 
might  be  secured  by  having  principals  and  teachers 
complete  the  same  questionnaire  or  one  specifically 
prepared  for  themJ 

Principals  were  selected  as  the  sample  population  for  the 
following  reasons: 

1.  Principals  have  considerable  freedom  with  regard  to 
making  changes  in  their  schools. 

2.  Significant  findings  which  resulted  from  the  Holdaway  study 
were: 


H.  Janzen.  A  letter  written  by  the  Director  of  Curricula, 
Department  of  Education,  Government  of  Saskatchewan,  to  the  author, 
dated  January  26,  1967. 
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(a)  The  innovations  which  were  most  widely  diffused 
throughout  the  school  system  were  generally 
viewed  as  more  advantageous,  more  compatible 
and  less  complex  by  the  principals  than  they 
were  by  the  teachers,  and 

(b)  It  could  be  generalized  that  the  extent  of 

diffusion  of  the  five  innovations  appeared  to 

depend  more  upon  the  perception  of  principals 

2 

than  upon  the  perception  of  teachers. 

3.  A  complete  population  of  Division  II  teachers  in  the  Province 
of  Saskatchewan  would  encompass  an  extremely  large  sample, 
and  the  result  obtained  might  not  be  relatively  more  signifi¬ 
cant  than  that  obtained  from  Division  II  principals. 

III.  THE  INSTRUMENT 
Principal's  Questionnaire 

A  Principal's  Questionnaire  (Appendix  C)  designed  to  obtain 
information  relevant  to  the  variables  and  to  the  survey  of  the  implemen¬ 
tation  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  in  Saskatchewan  schools  was  developed. 
The  questionnaire  consisted  of  nineteen  items  arranged  in  five  sections  as 
fol 1 ows : 


2 

E.  A.  Holdaway,  "Five  Characteri sties  of  Innovations,"  (unpublished 
manuscript,  The  University  of  Alberta,  Edmonton,  1967). 
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Section  I 
Section  II 

Section  III 

Section  IV 
Section  V 


Characteristics  of  the  sample  school. 
Determination  of  the  adoption  of  the 
Division  II  Curriculum. 

Determination  of  principal's  sources  of 
information  and  difficulties  in  implementing 
the  Division  II  Curriculum. 

Characteristics  of  principals  of  sample  schools. 
Determination  of  principals'  perception  of  the 
relative  advantage,  complexity  and  compatibility 
of  the  Division  II  Curriculum. 


Section  I:  Characteristics  of  the  Sample  Schools 

The  four  questions  included  in  this  section  were  designed  to 
determine  the  characteristics  of  the  sample  schools  by  requesting  the 
grades  included  in  the  school,  the  number  of  full  time  teachers  including 
the  principal  employed  in  the  school,  the  location  of  the  school,  and 
the  number  of  Division  II  classrooms  within  the  school. 

Principals  were  requested  to  state  whether  the  school  was  located 
in  a  rural  area,  town  or  city.  In  Saskatchewan  a  city  must  have  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  five  thousand  or  more,  a  town  a  population  of  more  than  five 
hundred  but  less  than  five  thousand.  Villages  and  hamlets  were  designated 
as  rural  areas  for  the  purpose  of  this  study. 

Section  II:  Determination  of  the  Adoption  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum 

The  second  section  of  the  principals'  questionnaire  utilized  two 
questions  to  determine  the  extent  of  the  implementation  of  the  Division  II 
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Curriculum  within  sample  schools.  Question  5  requested  the  proportion 
of  Division  II  classrooms  within  which  pupils  are  promoted  on  the  basis 
of  units  completed.  Question  6  was  designed  to  determine  the  number  of 
instructional  groups  organized  within  each  classroom  for  the  instruction 
of  arithmetic,  reading,  language  and  spelling.  Sample  schools  will  be 
designated  as  adopter  or  non-adopter  schools  as  a  result  of  the  responses 
received  in  this  second  section. 

Section  III:  Determination  of  Principal's  Sources  of  Information  and 

Difficulties  in  Implementing  the  Division  II  Curriculum 

The  third  section  of  the  principal's  questionnaire  was  designed  to 
determine  the  principal's  sources  of  information  concerning  the  Division 
II  Curriculum  and  the  areas  of  difficulty  which  principals  experienced 
or  envisage  experiencing  in  the  implementation  of  the  program.  The  two 
questions  within  the  section  requested  the  principal  to  rank  order  nine 
representative  sources  of  information  and  nine  representative  areas  of 
difficulty  experienced  or  foreseen  in  the  implementation  of  the  Division 
II  Curriculum. 

Section  IV:  Characteristics  of  Principals  of  Sample  Schools 

The  fourth  section  was  made  up  of  seven  questions  designed  to  obtain 
pertinent  information  about  the  principal  of  a  sample  school.  The  sex  of 
the  principal,  the  years  of  experience  as  a  principal,  the  time  spent  as 
principal  of  the  present  school,  the  principal's  age,  the  principal's  years 
of  training,  the  degree(s)  held,  and  the  amount  of  graduate  work  completed 
in  educational  administration  were  the  dimensions  requested  in  the  questions 


nof'J'toqo'tq  9 r!t  b9^29up9*r  2  nof^zeuQ  .afoorbe  9fqm62  nrritrw  mufuohnuO 


rtsnnotnl  tc  2 


ot  benpr29b  2&w  9nf6nnor:  isup  z 1  f6qrDnrtq  9fU  to  noFtosa  b-t frlJ"  9fiT 


nor.:rvrG  ert J’  p  n:  dd  .  ■  nc  rr  to  ?9-v,u 02  r~  F:  )f  hq  9fit  9nr~n  tsb 

beonsneqxe  afsqlonHq  rbrrtw  ytfuDl'tVfb  to  2S9T6  9f1t  bns  fmJruofviuO  II 
a  wT  .msipo  q  -lit  to  norJstnS'Oq  .!J  n  gp  wisrnoqxq  9Q6?rvffS  *tp 


..‘rn  i9bno  ot  feqionHq  9riJ  b9t29up9*»  nottooa  arid  nrrttfw  2nort29up 
to  269*16  9vrt6tn929*fq9*t  90tn  bne  nortgfinotnf  to  290*iuo2  9vft6tn929*iq9n 

. 


.muIuDH'tuD  II 


0  MrlaM9jfaQ6fO  :Vi  noJJOB^ 


■ 

.  foortD?  9fqr  >2  6  to  Fsql’Df'^q  ant  ;uode  f'o'rit-rfotrif  nsn'rt'iaq 


2*153*  aTAqfonhK)  srit  «9p6  2,f6qfDnr*iq  9fit  ,  foorba  trmsiq  9rtt  to  6qtonF^q 


3 T qrrToo  view  9t6ub6ig  to  }nuomt>  9rlJ  boa  , b T sH  (a)99'ip9b  -fit  ,gni,ni,6nl  to 
2fiori29up  9(1 1  nF  b9t29up9*i  2aoF2n9mrb  erit  9iew  no 1 3 bi3z frtrmbe  ffinoFtsoiibo  nf 


38 


of  this  section.  The  characteristics  of  a  principal  of  an  adopter 
or  non-adopter  school  were  delineated  upon  the  basis  of  the  replies 
to  these  questions. 

Section  V:  Determination  of  Principals1  Perception  of  the  Relative 

Advantage,  Complexity  and  Compatibility  of  the  Division  II 

Curriculcum 

The  fifth  section  was  composed  of  three  questions  made  up  of  twelve 
items  in  each,  designed  to  determine  the  principals'  perception  of  the 
relative  advantage,  the  complexity,  and  the  compatibility  of  the  Division 
II  Curriculum.  A  Likert-type  of  summated  scale  of  five  degrees  of  agree¬ 
ment  or  disagreement  is  employed  to  register  the  principal's  response  to 
each  of  the  twelve  items  in  each  question.  From  the  principal's  responses 
obtained  an  index  of  the  principals'  perception  of  the  three  characteristics 
of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  was  obtained. 

The  selection  and  structure  of  fifth  section  items.  The  twelve 
items  contained  in  each  of  the  three  questions  of  the  fifth  section  were 
structured  to  obtain  the  principals'  perception  of  the  relative  advantage, 
the  complexity,  and  the  compatibility  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  in 
relation  to  its  effects  upon  the  pupils,  the  parents  of  pupils,  the 
teachers  of  Division  II,  and  the  principal's  administrative  role  with 
Division  II.  The  first  three  items  of  each  question  dealt  with  the  relation 
of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  and  pupils,  the  next  three  with  the  pupil's 
parents,  items  g,  h  and  i  with  Division  II  teachers,  and  the  final  three 
items  with  the  principal's  administrative  role  in  Division  II. 

Pupils.  The  relation  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  with  pupils  was 
taken  into  account  in  determining  the  principals'  perception  of  the 
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characteristics  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  as  it  is  the  pupil's 
individual  development  which  is  the  basis  of  all  curriculum.  Saylor 
and  Alexander  concur  with  this  concept  in  two  statements:  (1)  "The 
maximum  development  of  each  individual  within  a  framework  of  the 
common  welfare,  is  the  essence  of  democracy,  and,  hence,  of  schooling, 
and  (2)  "The  program  of  the  school  and  the  learning  experiences  selected 
for  pupils  at  all  levels  must  be  adapted  to  the  maturity,  capacities, 

5 

and  abilities  of  the  learners." 

Cay,  in  discussing  the  term  curriculum,  also  identifies  the  pupil 

as  the  individual  whose  needs  are  served  by  the  curriculum. 

It  is  the  master  plan  devised  by  educators  and  other 
adults  in  a  community  state  or  nation,  that  will  best 
serve  their  needs  and,  as  they  see  it,  the  needs  of 
other  children. ^ 

Therefore,  the  principals'  perception  of  the  characteristics  of 
the  Division  II  Curriculum  as  related  to  pupils  was  included  as  a  funda¬ 
mental  dimension  of  curriculum  evaluation  as  the  first  three  items  in  each 
of  the  three  questions  of  Section  V  of  the  Principal's  Questionnaire. 

Parents.  The  second  three  items  of  each  of  the  three  questions  in 
Section  V  are  concerned  with  the  principals'  perception  of  the  characteristics 
of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  in  relation  to  the  parents  of  Division  II  pupils 


4 

J.  Galen  Saylor  and  William  M.  Alexander,  Curriculum  Planning  for 
Modern  Schools  (New  York:  Holt,  Rhinehart  and  Winston,  Inc. ,  1966) ,  p.  47. 

^ I b i d . ,  p.  50. 

^Donald  F.  Cay,  Curriculum:  Design  for  Learning  (New  York:  The  Bobbs- 
Merrel  Company,  Inc.,  1966),  p.  1. 
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The  success  of  the  introduction  of  a  new  curriculum  is  dependent  in 
a  measure  upon  the  acceptance  and  understanding  of  parents.  Cay 
identifies  two  major  areas  of  possible  misunderstanding  as  educators 
work  with  parents,  as  being  those  of  new  methods  and  new  content. 

Like  other  citizens,  he  continues,  parents  tend  to  be  critical  of  new 
methods  and  content  that  they  do  not  understand. 

If  the  implementation  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  is  to  be 
effective  then  the  parents  of  pupils  must  understand  and  support  the 
program. 

When  a  child  comes  to  school,  be  brings  many  of  the 
ideals,  attitudes  and  prejudices  of  the  home  with  him. 

What  his  parents  feel  to  be  important  is  likely  to  be 
of  vital  significance  to  the  child.  It  is  difficult 
for  the  pupil  to  pursue  one  value  system  at  home  and 
another  at  school .8 

Teachers.  The  third  three  items  of  each  of  the  questions  of 
Section  V  of  the  questionnaire  were  concerned  with  the  principals'  per¬ 
ception  of  the  characteristics  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  as  it 
relates  to  the  teachers  of  Division  II. 

The  importance  of  the  teacher's  role  at  the  classroom  level  in 
curriculum  implementation  is  well  documented  by  writers  such  as  Mackenzie, 
who,  in  describing  over  thirty  case  examples  of  recent  curriculum  changes 
in  schools,  identifies  the  vital  nature  of  the  teacher's  role. 

In  the  cases,  the  teacher  was  obviously  an  important 
consideration  in  relation  to  the  substance  of  teaching. 

The  teacher's  roles  varied  from  that  of  a  carrier  to 


^ I  bid. ,  p.  82 . 
8 I b i d . ,  p.  79. 
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interpreter  to  user  of  subject  matter.  Also,  methods 
of  teaching  tended  to  be  controlled  by  the  teachers, 
and  methods  of  learning  were  strongly  influenced  by 
him  as  wel 1 . 9 

Cay,  as  well,  sees  the  teacher  as  an  important  figure  in  the 

implementation  of  the  curriculum. 

The  teacher,  now  as  always,  is  the  focal  point  of  any 
curriculum.  From  the  teacher  comes  the  spark  that 
ignites  the  pupil's  enthusiasm  for  learning  JO 

Saylor  and  Alexander  consider  teachers  as  being  decision-makers 

who  exercise  authority  in  the  teaching  process  and  the  classroom  operation 

of  curriculum. 

...  it  seems  to  us  that  teachers  and  their  fellow 
staff  members,  using  whatever  processes  are  established 
in  each  school  system,  make  decisions  within  legal 
limitations  about  the  organizational  structure, 
curriculum,  program,  and  teaching  practices  to  be 
used  in  educating  the  children  of  a  community J1 

Recognizing  the  importance  of  the  teacher's  role  in  the  imple¬ 
mentation  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  these  three  items  were  included 
as  determinants  of  the  principals'  perception  of  the  characteristics  of 
the  Division  II  Curriculum  as  its  implementation  relates  to  teachers. 

Principals.  The  final  three  items  in  each  guestion  of  Section  V 
of  the  principal's  guestionnaire  were  designed  to  determine  the  principals' 
perception  of  the  characteristics  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  as  related 


g 

Gordon  N.  Mackenzie,  "Curriculum  change:  participants,  power  and 
processes,"  Innovation  in  Education,  Matthew  B.  Miles,  editor  (New  York: 
Bureau  of  Publications,  Teachers  College,  Columbia  University,  1964),  p.  405. 

Cay,  0£.  ci t .  ,  p.  56. 

^Saylor  and  Alexander,  ojd.  c i t . ,  p.  93. 
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to  three  of  his  administrative  functions,  the  organization  of  pupils, 

the  supervision  of  Division  II  teachers  and  student  accounting. 

The  organization  of  pupils  in  instructional  units  by  principals 

in  agreement  with  the  philosophy  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum,  is  seen 

by  Neal  as  an  important  function. 

It  will  be  recalled  that  it  was  suggested  that  instructional 
units  should  be  organized  on  the  basis  of  information  about 
objectives,  pupils'  capacities,  and  how  students  learn.  The 
organization  of  pupils  will  then  be  determined  on  the  most 
effective  ways  of  enabling  the  learners  to  attain  maximum 
achievement  from  units  of  instruction. *2 

Supervision  of  Division  II  teachers  for  the  purpose  of  the  main¬ 
tenance  and  improvement  of  instruction  is  qualified  by  Enns  to  include 
four  supervisory  functions:  (1)  the  staffing  function;  (2)  the  motivating 

and  stimulating  function;  (3)  the  consultation  function;  and  (4)  the 

1 3 

program  development  function.  Each  of  these  supervisory  functions  must 
be  fulfilled  to  insure  the  effective  implementation  of  the  Division  II 
Curricul urn. 

The  principal  is  recognized  as  the  key  figure  in  the  supervision 
of  instruction  at  the  building  level  as  stated  by  Ziolkowski:  "The 
principal  is  still  regarded  as  being  the  most  strategically  located  to 
carry  out  the  overall  function  of  instructional  supervision."^ 


1 2 

W.  D.  Neal,  "The  Principal  and  Program  Development,"  The  Principal 
and  Program  Development,  F.  Enns,  editor  (Edmonton,  Alberta:  The  Policy 
Committee,  Leadership  Course  for  School  Principals,  1964),  p.  4. 

1 3 

Frederick  Enns,  "Supervision:  A  Rationale,"  The  Canadian  Adminis¬ 
trator  ,  2:7,  April,  1963,  pp.  28-29. 

"*^E.  H.  Ziolkowski,  "Practices  in  the  Supervision  of  Instruction," 
The  Canadian  Administrator,  5:1,  October,  1965,  p.  1. 
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The  implementation  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  places 
additional  responsibility  upon  principals  in  the  field  of  pupil 
accounting.  Cumulative  pupil  records  must  be  carefully  maintained 
to  determine  as  accurately  as  possible  the  educational  status  of 
the  students  of  Division  II  in  order  that  they  may  be  provided  with 
work  which  they  can  undertake  with  profit  within  the  various  levels 
of  the  Division.  The  principals'  perception  of  the  characteristics 
of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  as  related  to  pupil  accounting  becomes 
an  important  determinant  in  the  administrative  role  of  the  principal 
as  related  to  Division  II. 

Pilot  study.  Several  drafts  of  the  questionnaire  were  made 
before  it  was  administered  to  a  group  of  forty-four  principals  of 
schools  containing  Division  II  classrooms  employed  by  the  Regina  Board 
of  Education.  Permission  to  conduct  the  pilot  study  was  arranged 
through  the  Director  of  Research  of  the  Regina  Board  of  Education,  and 
relevant  correspondence  is  recorded  in  Appendix  A. 

The  principals  were  requested  to  complete  the  questionnaire  and 
to  make  comments  on  the  questionnaire,  the  individual  questions,  and  the 
implementation  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum.  On  the  basis  of  the  forty- 
three  fully  completed  questionnaires  returned  and  the  principals' 
comments,  .minor  changes  were  made  in  the  phraseology  of  two  items  and 
one  question  was  eliminated  due  to  its  questionable  relevance  and 
importance  to  the  study.  The  principals  stated,  in  general,  that  they 
experienced  little  difficulty  in  completing  the  questionnaire,  and  that 
the  terms  used  concerning  the  implementation  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum 
were  understood  and  judged  to  possess  clarity. 
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As  a  result  of  the  changes  made  as  a  direct  outcome  of  the  pilot 
study  encompassing  principals  of  Division  II  schools  the  questionnaire 
was  assumed  to  be  valid  for  the  purposes  of  this  study, 

V.  QUESTIONNAIRE  DISTRIBUTION  AND  COLLECTION 

A  letter  (Appendix  B)  was  mailed  to  each  of  the  sixty-one  provin¬ 
cial  ly  employed  superintendents  of  school  units  and  the  thirteen  locally 
employed  superintendents  of  city  school  systems  in  the  province  of 
Saskatchewan  requesting:  (1)  permission  to  solicit  the  assistance  of 
principals  of  schools  containing  Division  II  within  their  superintendency 
by  completing  the  Principal's  Questionnaire;  and  (2)  requesting  a  list  of 
the  names  and  school  addresses  of  said  principals.  Enclosed  with  the 
letter  was  a  copy  of  the  Principal's  Questionnaire  (Appendix  C),  a  letter 
soliciting  the  superintendent's  assistance  for  this  study  by  H.  Janzen, 
Saskatchewan  Director  of  Curricula  (Appendix  B),  a  reply  form  and  a  stamped 
return  envelope. 

Approximately  two  weeks  after  the  distribution  of  the  letter 
requesting  to  conduct  the  study  within  Saskatchewan  superintendencies , 
superintendents  who  had  not  replied  were  contacted  by  telephone.  As  a 
result  seventy- three  of  the  seventy-four  superintendents  replied  giving 
permission  for  the  questionnaire  to  be  distributed  and  listing  the  names 
and  school  addresses  of  the  principals. 

A  Principal’s  Questionnaire  (Appendix  C)  was  mailed  to  each  of  the 
principals  of  schools  contain! no  Division  II  with  an  accompanying  letter 
(Appendix  C),  a  letter  from  Mr.  H.  Janzen  requestina  the  principal's 


tolrq  orii  to  onootuo  tootfb  6  zb  sbnii  atuftAri?  ortt  to  Jluaat  6  aA 


Minortasop  aril  afoortoa  II  nofafvrO  to  zf  qcpnftq  £nfraa6qmo:>n9  *buJa 


.Ybut2  afrit  to  aeaoqtuq  ortJ  tot  bffsv  ad  oJ  beimjzzt  zb* 


/<:r>q  9no-^txfa  artt  to  riD69  ot  bsTfiOT  aaw  (8  xtbfi9qqA)  neitaf  A 

to  aonrvotq  arid  nr  zmiz\z  foortoa  ^tfo  to  atn9bn9tnrtsqua  bs^olqms 

:pnft29up9-t  fi6*9rtot  6^2*2 

^ofiabmitnHequa  TforiJ  nrritirw  II  nofafvia  pnrntstnoo  afoorioa  to  af6qronHq 


to  Jail  6  pnfiadup^n  (S)  bnt>  ;& ifannof taaop  a' faqronln^  adl  pnrJafqmoD 
fiwft  ritfw  baaofroB  .afftqfonNq  bfea  to  aoaas* ibb*  foorioa  bn&  zsm&n  artt 


-  a  ,(3  xbnaqqA)  9n Unnort aoup' a' I n 9dJ  to  ^qot  b  26*  -iatt$f 


oti’  ;  -  -:r  6  •  4  •<  ’  ■  .  .1.-  *3  4 j a  •'  -1 :  ;  V  .I  f r  ioi 


iaqmftta  ft  bns  r«not  xfq®^  A  «(8  xfbngqqA)  6fubmu0  to  notD9TrG  nfiW9riotftMae2 


,  aar^nabnattHaqua  ft6*9ri:>t6jla&£  nfrritfw  xfnrfa  arit  toubnoo  ot  pnftaaupsi 

n  . 

> 

aaaren  arit  gnrtaff  bnft  batudfttafb  9d  ot  9^r  wwof  Jaaop  artt  tot  nofaarirrsq 


•  ■  .  /  !•  ■ ;  t  ,  :*.  I  no; i 1-nfc 

artt  to  /baa  ot  bsffbai  26w  (D  xtbnaqqA)  ytrsfinoctaduP  a’Uqftnftq  A 
tot Jaf  pnr^rfftqmoD.tft  ru  riJfw  II  nofafvfO  onfnffttnot  a food} a  to  afftqrtnr-iq 


45 


cooperation  in  the  study  (Appendix  C),  and  a  stamped  return  envelope. 
Approximately  three  weeks  after  the  distribution  of  the  questionnaires 
a  reminder  letter  was  sent  to  principals  from  whom  no  reply  had  been 
received.  Approximately  two  weeks  after  the  reminder  letter  a  selected 
number  of  the  principals  of  the  remaining  schools  were  contacted  by 
telephone.  Approximately  two  weeks  following  this  the  sample  was 
closed  and  subsequent  returns  were  not  included  in  the  study. 

The  Sample 

Replies  were  received  from  589  of  the  766  principals  to  whom 
questionnaires  had  been  mailed.  Of  these,  after  incomplete  returns  had 
been  removed,  561  participated  in  the  study  and  comprise  the  sample. 

VI.  STATISTICAL  TREATMENT 

This  section  describes  in  detail  how  the  data  were  organized  and 
stored  and  specifies  the  procedures  used  in  adapting  and  examining  the 
data  for  the  prediction  of  the  adoption  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum 
in  both  the  major  and  related  hypotheses  listed  in  Chapter  II. 

Data  Organization 

The  raw  data  were  entered  on  punch  cards,  verified  and  analyzed  by 
programs  developed  by  the  Division  of  Educational  Research  Services  using 
the  facilities  of  that  Division  at  the  University  of  Alberta.  The  analyses 
program  was  conducted  on  the  IBM  7040  and  IBM  360/67  computers  at  the 
Department  of  Computing  Science  at  the  University  of  Alberta. 
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Research  Hypothesis  Testing 

Major  Hypotheses.  The  dependent  variable,  the  adoption  of  the 

Division  II  Curriculum  in  Saskatchewan  schools  is  a  dichotomous  variable 

encompassing  only  adoption  or  non-adoption.  The  major  research  hypotheses, 

15 

as  a  result,  were  tested  by  point  bi serial  correlation  to  obtain  a  measure 
of  the  relationship  between  the  continuous  independent  variables  of  the 
indices  of  relative  advantage,  complexity  and  compatibility  and  the 
dichotomous  dependent  variable.  To  measure  the  differences  of  means  of 

1  g 

the  two  independent  samples  t- tests  were  employed.  For  each  test  a 
probability  level  of  0.05  was  accepted  as  significant. 

Related  Hypothesis.  The  related  research  hypotheses  were  tested 
by  applying  point  bi serial  correlation  to  obtain  a  measure  of  the  relation¬ 
ship  between  the  continuous  independent  variables  of  the  characteristics 
of  principals  and  sample  schools  and  the  adoption  of  the  Division  II 
Curriculum.  T- tests  were  used  to  measure  the  difference  of  means  of  the 
two  independent  samples.  Again  a  probability  level  of  0.05  was  accepted 
as  significant. 

In  the  case  of  hypotheses  4.3,  the  independent  variable  "the  sex 
of  the  principal"  was  dichotomous,  and  as  a  result  the  phi  coefficient 
of  correlation^  was  employed  to  measure  the  relationship  between  the  two 


1 5 

George  A.  Ferguson,  Statistical  Analysis  in  Psychology  and  Education 
(New  York:  McGraw-Hill  Book  Company,  1966) ,  pp.  239-242. 

16Ibid. ,  pp.  136-138. 
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Ibid. ,  pp.  236-239. 
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1 8 

dichotomous  variables  which  are  discontinuous.  A  chi-square  test 
for  independence  of  the  dependent  variable  and  the  independent  "sex  of 
the  principal  variable  was  used. 

Prediction  of  the  Extent  of  Adoption  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum 

1 9 

The  discriminate  function  was  used  to  obtain  appropriate  weights 
for  the  three  independent  variables  of  the  major  hypotheses  and  the  ten 
independent  variables  of  the  related  hypotheses  in  predicting  the 
dependent  variable  dichotomy,  the  adoption  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum. 

VII:  SUMMARY  OF  CHAPTER  III 

The  purpose  of  the  chapter  was  to  outline  the  elements  in  the 
research  procedures,  instruments,  samples  and  methodology  used  in  the 
research.  The  dependent  variable  employed  in  the  study  was  the  adoption 
of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  within  a  school.  The  independent  variables 
selected  in  the  major  hypotheses  were  the  principal's  perception  of  the 
characteristics  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  in  the  dimensions;  relative 
advantage,  complexity  and  compatibility.  The  independent  variables 
selected  in  the  related  hypotheses  were  eleven  characteristics  of  Division 
II  principals  and  schools. 

A  questionnaire  designed  to  gather  information  relevant  to  the 
independent  and  dependent  variables  was  developed  and  distributed  to  766 


18Ibid. ,  pp.  165-169. 

19 

James  E.  Wert,  Charles  0.  Neidt  and  J.  Stanley  Ahmann,  Stati sti cal 
Methods  in  Educational  and  Psychological  Research  (New  York:  Appleton- 
Century-Crofts ,  Inc.,  1954),  pp.  263-270. 
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principals  of  Saskatchewan  schools  containing  Division  II  after 
permission  to  do  so  had  been  obtained  from  the  superintendents  of 
school  units  and  city  superintendencies. 

Of  the  589  replies  received  561  completed  questionnaires 
were  included  in  the  research  sample. 

The  statistical  analyses  used  to  test  the  hypotheses  as  stated 
in  Chapter  II  were  described.  The  dependent  variable  being  dichotomous 
in  nature  required  the  use  of  point  biserial  correlation,  and  t-tests 
and  continuous  independent  variables.  A  chi-square  test  of  independence 
was  used  with  the  dichotomous  independent  variable.  The  discriminate 
function  was  employed  in  the  prediction  of  the  adoption  of  the  Division 
II  Curriculum  in  both  the  major  and  related  hypotheses. 
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CHAPTER  IV 


DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  SAMPLE 

This  Chapter  describes  the  characteristics  of  the  561  schools 
comprising  the  sample  and  the  principals  of  these  schools. 

I.  SCHOOLS 

The  grades  included  in  the  sample  schools  ranged  from  Grade  1 
to  6  and  Grade  1  to  12.  The  majority  of  schools  containing  Division 
II  classrooms  were  schools  of  Grade  1  to  8,  and  one  school  contained 
only  Division  II  classrooms  Grade  4  to  6.  The  distribution  is  shown 
in  Table  I. 

The  number  of  full-time  teachers,  including  the  principal,  in 
each  school  varied  from  less  than  4  to  more  than  40,  having  a  mean  of 
10.29  teachers,  and  shows  a  distinctly  positive  distribution  as  shown 
in  Table  II . 

The  location  of  the  schools  in  the  sample  indicates  that  the 
majority  of  schools  were  located  within  towns,  followed  by  rural  areas 
and  cities.  The  frequency  distribution  of  the  location  of  the  sample 
schools  is  shown  in  Table  III. 

The  number  of  Division  II  classrooms  contained  in  sample  schools 
ranged  from  1  to  19  classrooms  with  a  mean  of  3.55  classrooms.  The 
distribution  is  positively  skewed  as  shown  in  Table  IV. 

Intra-group  Relationships  Within  Schools 

A  number  of  significant  relationships  appeared  in  the  inter-correlation 
matrix  of  the  four  variables  concerned  with  the  schools  in  the  sample  as  shown 
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TABLE  I 


FREQUENCY  DISTRIBUTION  OF  GRADES  CONTAINED 
IN  SCHOOLS  IN  SAMPLE 
(N  =  561) 


Category 

GRADES 

Range 

CONTAINED  IN  SCHOOLS 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

1 

Grades  4 

to 

6 

1 

.18 

2 

4 

to 

8 

6 

1.07 

3 

1 

to 

6 

90 

16.04 

4 

1 

to 

7 

18 

3.21 

5 

1 

to 

8 

237 

42.25 

6 

1 

to 

9 

37 

6.60 

7 

1 

to 

11 

15 

2.67 

8 

1 

to 

12 

57 

10.16 

02 
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TABLE  II 


FREQUENCY  DISTRIBUTION  OF  NUMBER  OF  TEACHERS 
INCLUDING  PRINCIPALS  OF  SCHOOLS  IN  SAMPLE 

(N  =  561) 


NUMBER  OF  TEACHERS  INCLUDING  PRINCIPALS 

Category 

Range 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

1 

4  or  fewer 

112 

19.96 

2 

5  to  9 

174 

31.01 

3 

10  to  14 

137 

24.42 

4 

15  to  19 

87 

15.51 

5 

20  to  24 

40 

7.13 

6 

25  to  29 

8 

1.43 

7 

30  to  34 

1 

.18 

8 

35  to  39 

1 

.18 

9 

40  or  more 

1 

.18 

Mean 


10.29 
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TABLE  III 

FREOUENCY  DISTRIBUTION  OF  THE  LOCATION 
OF  SCHOOLS  IN  SAMPLE 
(N  =  561) 


LOCATION  OF  SCHOOLS 

Category 

Range 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

1 

Rural  Areaa 

178 

31.73 

2 

Town*3 

216 

38.50 

3 

Cityc 

167 

29.77 

aCentres  with  a  population  less  than  500 

^Centres  with  populations  of  more  than  500  but  less  than  5,000 
cCentres  with  a  population  of  more  than  5,000 
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TABLE  IV 


FREOUENCY  DISTRIBUTION  OF  THE  NUMBER 
OF  DIVISION  II  CLASSROOMS  CONTAINED  IN 
SCHOOLS  OF  SAMPLE 
(N  =  561) 


Category 

Range 

NUMBER  OF  DIVISION  II 
CLASSROOMS  PER  SCHOOL 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

1 

1 

31 

5.53 

2 

2 

123 

21.93 

3 

3 

211 

37.61 

4 

4 

61 

10.87 

5 

5 

46 

8.20 

6 

6 

53 

9.45 

7 

7 

20 

3.57 

8 

8 

7 

1.25 

9 

9  or 

over  9 

1.60 

Mean 

3.55 
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in  Table  V.  A  probability  level  of  less  than  or  equal  to  .05  was 
accepted  as  indicating  a  significant  relationship  between  the  variables. 

The  grades  taught  within  the  school  was  significantly  correlated 
with  the  number  of  teachers  in  the  school  in  a  positive  direction,  and 
in  a  negative  direction  with  the  location  of  the  school  and  the  number 
of  Division  II  classrooms  within  the  school. 

The  number  of  teachers  comprising  the  school  staff  was  signifi¬ 
cantly  correlated  in  a  positive  direction  with  the  location  of  the 
school  and  the  number  of  Division  II  classrooms. 

The  location  of  the  school  was  significantly  correlated  in  a 
positive  direction  with  the  number  of  Division  II  classrooms  in  the 
school . 

The  four  independent  variables  concerning  the  characteristics 
of  Division  II  schools,  grades  in  the  school,  number  of  teachers, 
location  of  the  school  and  number  of  Division  II  classrooms  are  signi¬ 
ficantly  related.  Interpretations  made  as  a  result  of  subsequent  analysis 
of  these  variables  should  take  into  account  the  relationship  among  these 
independent  variables. 


II.  PRINCIPALS 

The  variables  related  to  the  principals  fall  into  three  distinct 
groups  dealing  with  personal,  experience  and  academic  factors. 

Personal  Variables  of  the  Principals.  Of  the  561  principals  of 
the  sample  schools,  453  were  male  and  108  were  female,  as  shown  in  Table 
VI.  The  principals'  ages  ranged  from  less  than  24  years  to  67  years  as 
shown  in  Table  VII.  The  mean  of  this  negatively  skewed  distribution  is 
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TABLE  V 


INTERCORRELATION  MATRIX  OF  GRAINS  TAUGHT,  NUMBER  OF 
TEACHERS,  LOCATION,  AND  NUMBER  QF  DIVISION  II 
CLASSROOMS  IN*  THE  SCHOOLS  OF  THE  SAMPLE 

(N  =  561) 


Variable 

1  2 

3 

4 

1. 

Grades  taught  in  school 

1.000  0. 282a 

-0. 307a 

-0.1 04b 

2. 

Number  of  teachers 

1.000 

0. 356a 

0. 768a 

3. 

Location  of  school 

1 .000 

0.437a 

4. 

Number  of  Division  II 

Classrooms 

1.000 

Significant  at  the  ,01 

level 

L.  » 

Significant  at  the  .05 

level 
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TABLE  VI 

FREQUENCY  DISTRIBUTION  OF  SEX  OF  PRINCIPALS 
OF  SCHOOLS  IN  SAMPLE 
(N  =  561) 


SEX  OF  PRINCIPALS 

Category 

Sex 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

1 

Ma  1  e 

453 

80.75 

2 

Female 

108 

19.25 
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TABLE  VII 

FREQUENCY  DISTRIBUTION  OF  AGES  OF  PRINCIPALS 
OF  SCHOOLS  IN  SAMPLE 
(N  =  561) 


Category 

AGE  OF 

Range 

PRINCIPALS 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

1 

24  years  and  under 

17 

3.03 

2 

25-29 

76 

13.55 

3 

30-34 

91 

16.22 

4 

35-39 

83 

14.80 

5 

40.44 

75 

13.37 

6 

45-49 

44 

7.84 

7 

50-54 

75 

13.37 

8 

55-59 

67 

11.94 

9 

60  or  more 

33 

5.88 

Mean 

41.70 
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41.69  years  of  age,  with  the  biggest  percentage  of  the  principals 
in  the  30  to  34  age  group. 

Experience  Variables  of  the  Principals.  Variables  expressing 
the  length  of  time  of  administrative  experience  of  principals  in  the 
sample  included:  the  number  of  years  experience  as  a  principal  and 
the  number  of  years  of  experience  as  principal  of  the  present  school 
as  shown  in  Table  VIII.  The  respondents  had  been  principals  from 
a  minimum  of  1  to  a  maximum  of  23  years  with  a  mean  of  8.52  years  as 
a  principal.  The  range  of  principals'  experience  at  their  present 
school  was  from  1  to  23  years  with  a  mean  of  4.85  years. 

Academic  Variables  of  the  Principals.  Table  IX  shows  that  prin¬ 
cipals  are  credited  with  from  1  to  6  years  of  university  training  when 
evaluated  for  salary  purposes.  While  29  or  5.17%  of  the  principals  had 
completed  only  1  year  of  training,  the  majority  of  principals,  321  or 
59.0%,  had  completed  4  or  more  years  of  training.  The  mean  number  of 
years  of  university  training  for  all  principals  was  3.54  years. 

The  university  degrees  held  by  principals  of  the  schools  in  the 
sample  as  listed  in  Table  X  show  that  232  or  41.35%  of  the  principals 
do  not  hold  a  university  degree,  173  or  30.84%  hold  one  degree,  23  or 
4.10%  hold  a  graduate  degree,  and  151  or  28.70%  hold  two  or  more  degrees. 

Intra-group  Relationships  within  Principal  Characteristics.  The 
intercorrelation  matrix  (Table  XI)  shows  the  relationships  which  exist 
between  the  six  variables  concerned  with  the  characteristics  of  principals 
of  schools  containing  Division  II.  Significant  relationships  exist  at 
the  probability  level  of  .05  between  all  variables  within  the  matrix. 
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FREQUENCY  DISTRIBUTIONS  OF  NUMBER  OF  YEARS  OF  EXPERIENCE  OF  PRINCIPALS 
OF  SCHOOLS  IN  SAMPLE,  AS  PRINCIPAL  OF  ANY  SCHOOL, 

AND  AS  PRINCIPALS  OF  CURRENT  SCHOOL 
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TABLE  IX 


FREQUENCY  DISTRIBUTION  OF  NUMBER  OF  YEARS 
OF  UNIVERSITY  TRAINING  CREDITED  TO 
PRINCIPALS  OF  SCHOOLS  OF  SAMPLE 


Category 

YEARS 

Range 

OF  UNIVERSITY 

Frequency 

TRAINING 

Percentage 

Frequency 

1 

1  year 

29 

5.17 

2 

i  . 

2 

136 

24.24 

3 

3 

65 

11.59 

4 

4 

180 

32.09 

5 

5 

135 

24.06 

6 

6  or  more 

16 

2.85 

Mean 


3.54 
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3J<MA2  30  2JOOHD2  30  2JA3I0M1H8 
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TABLE  X 


FREQUENCY  DISTRIBUTION  OF  UNIVERSITY 
DEGREE(S)  HELD  BY  PRINCIPALS  OF 
SCHOOLS  IN  SAMPLE 
(N  =  561) 


Category 

Range 

DEGREES  HELD  BY 

Frequency 

PRINCIPALS 

Percentage 

Frequency 

1 

No  degree 

232 

41.35 

2 

B.Ed. 

129 

22.99 

3 

B.A. 

44 

7.84 

4 

M.  Ed. 

9 

1.60 

5 

M.A. 

3 

.53 

6 

B.Ed.  M.A. 

1 

.18 

7 

B.A.  M. Ed. 

10 

.18 

8 

B. A. ,  B.Ed. 

128 

24.60 

9 

Other 

5 

.89 

X  3J8AT 
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30  2JA3DHIJM  Y8  0J3H  (2)  33J30 
3JSIW2  HI  2JOWV 


2JAqi3i1I*1  Y8  QJ3H  233*33(1 
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' 

-b3.M  A. 8 

INTERCORRELATION  MATRIX  OF  THE  AGE,  TOTAL  EXPERIENCE  AS  PRINCIPAL, 
TOTAL  EXPERIENCE  AS  PRINCIPAL  OF  THIS  SCHOOL,  YEARS  OF  UNIVERSITY 
TRAINING,  AND  DEGREES  OF  PRINCIPAL  OF  SCHOOLS  IN  SAMPLE 
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The  age  of  the  principal  is  significantly  correlated  in  a 
positive  direction  with  the  principal's  total  experience  as  principal 
of  any  school,  of  this  current  school  and  the  years  of  university 
traininq  and  degree(s)  held  by  the  principal. 

Significant  correlation  in  a  positive  direction  exists  between 
the  principal's  total  experience  as  a  principal  and  the  principal's 
experience  as  principal  of  this  current  school,  the  principal's  years 
of  university  training  and  the  degree(s)  held  by  the  principal. 

c 

The  experience  of  the  principal  as  principal  of  this  current 
school  is  significantly  correlated  in  a  positive  direction  with  both 
the  principal's  years  of  university  training  and  degree(s)  held. 

There  was  a  significant  correlation  in  a  positive  direction 
between  the  principal's  years  of  university  education  completed  and  the 
university  degree (s)  held  by  the  principal. 

The  six  variables  dealing  with  the  characteristics  of  the  prin¬ 
cipals  of  schools  containing  Division  II  are  all  intercorrelated  at  the 
.01  level  of  significance.  The  interpretations  made  as  a  result  of 
subsequent  analysis  of  these  independent  variables  should  take  into 
account  the  relationships  existing  among  them. 

III.  SUMMARY  OF  CHAPTER  IV 

This  chapter  describes  the  characteristics  of  the  Division  II  schools 
and  the  principals  of  these  schools  by  presenting  the  range,  frequency,  and 
percentage  frequency  of  each  of  the  variables  as  well  as  means,  where  applicable. 
The  variables  were  interpreted  as  showing  sufficient  range  to  allow  for  the 
findings  of  any  meaningful  relationships  between  the  variables  and  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum. 
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CHAPTER  V 


IDENTIFICATION  OF  ADOPTER  SCHOOLS  AND 
CALCULATION  OF  THE  INDICES  OF  RELATIVE 
ADVANTAGE,  COMPLEXITY  AND 
COMPATIBILITY 

In  order  to  determine  the  relationship  between  the  adoption  of 
the  Division  II  Curriculum  within  a  school  and  the  principals'  percep¬ 
tion  of  the  characteristics  of  the  program,  a  measure  of  adoption,  and 
indices  of  relative  advantage,  complexity  and  compatibility  were 
obtained. 

Schools  were  classified  as  either  adopter  schools,  A-j  ,  or  non¬ 
adopter  schools,  A^,  according  to  the  extent  of  the  adoption  of  the 
Division  II  Curriculum  within  a  specific  school. 

I.  IDENTIFICATION  OF  ADOPTER  AND  NON-ADOPTER 

SCHOOLS 

The  Adopter  School ,  A-^ 

A  school  was  identified  as  an  adopter  school  upon  the  fulfillment 
of  two  criteria:  (1)  that  Division  II  pupils  within  the  school  are 
promoted  upon  the  basis  of  units  of  work  completed  instead  of  grades  in 
all  or  two-thirds  of  the  Division  II  classrooms  within  a  school;  and  (2) 
that  there  be  a  minimum  of  six  groups  of  pupils  organized  within  each 
classroom  for  the  purpose  of  the  instruction  of  arithmetic,  reading, 
language  and  spelling. 

The  criterion  points  were  selected  to  compensate  for  the  length  of 
time,  two  years,  in  which  the  Division  II  Curriculum  has  been  authorized. 
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As  a  result  it  would  be  expected  that  at  least  at  a  minimum  the  program 
would  be  implemented  in  the  first  two  years  of  Division  II,  making  the 
first  determinant,  the  promotion  of  pupils  by  units  of  work  completed, 
include  both  the  dimensions  "in  all  classrooms"  and  "in  two-thirds  of 
the  Division  II  classrooms." 

Six  groups  per  classroom  were  selected  as  the  minimum  number  of 
pupil  groups  organized  for  the  instruction  of  the  skill  subjects  of 
arithmetic,  reading,  spelling  and  language  to  identify  adopter  schools. 

This  figure  was  considered  adequate  in  view  of  the  two-year  period  the 
program  has  been  authorized,  although  the  Department  of  Education  implies 
that  there  should  be  three  groups  in  each  of  the  four  skill  subject  areas 
making  a  total  of  twelve  groups  in  all. 

The  Non-Adopter  School , 

A  school  is  considered  to  be  a  non-adopter  school  upon  the  basis 
of  either  of  two  criteria:  (1)  that  pupils  within  Division  II  class¬ 
rooms  are  promoted  upon  the  basis  of  units  completed  instead  of  grades 
in  less  than  two  -thirds  of  the  classrooms;  and  (2)  that  there  are  less 
than  six  groups  within  each  classroom  for  the  purpose  of  the  instruction 
of  arithmetic,  reading,  language  and  spelling. 

II.  INDICES  OF  RELATIVE  ADVANTAGE,  COMPLEXITY 

AND  COMPATIBILITY 

Index  of  Principals1  Perception  of  Relative  Advantage  (RA) 

Based  upon  the  principals'  replies  to  twelve  questions  designed  to 
determine  the  principals'  perception  of  the  characteristics  of  the  relative 
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advantage  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  when  compared  with  the  former 
Grade  4,  5,  and  6  Curriculums  an  Index  of  Relative  Advantage  (RA)  was 
numerically  determined  by  assigning  the  value  5  to  each  answer  the 
principal  perceives  to  be  "decidedly  more  advantageous,"  4  for  each 
"more  advantageous"  answer,  3  for  each  answer  of  "no  different  in 
advantage,"  2  for  an  answer  of  "less  advantageous"  and  1  for  each 
answer  of  "decidedly  less  advantageous."  The  total  numerical  values 
of  the  principals'  replies  to  the  twelve  questions  constitute  the 
Relative  Advantage  Index  (RA). 

Index  of  Principals'  Perception  of  Complexity  (CX) 

The  Complexity  Index  (CX)  of  the  principals'  perception  of  the 
complexity  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  was  determined  by  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  numerical  value  of  1  for  each  "decidedly  more  difficult"  reply, 

2  to  each  ‘‘more  difficult"  reply,  3  to  each  "no  different  in  difficulty" 
reply,  4  to  each  "less  difficult"  reply  and  5  to  each  "decidedly  less 
difficult"  reply  that  a  principal  answered  on  the  twelve  questions 
designed  to  determine  the  principals'  perception  of  the  complexity  of 
the  Division  II  Curriculum  as  compared  to  the  former  Grade  4,  5,  and  6 
Curriculums.  The  total  numerical  values  of  the  principals'  replies 
constitute  the  Complexity  Index  (CX). 

Index  of  the  Principals'  Perception  of  Compatibility  (CT) 

The  Compatibility  Index  (CT)  was  determined  by  the  assignment  of 
numerical  values  to  each  of  the  principals'  replies  to  the  twelve  questions 
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designed  to  determine  the  principals'  perception  of  the  compatibility 
of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  when  compared  to  the  former  Grade  4,  5, 
and  6  Curriculums.  The  numerical  value  1  was  assigned  to  each  prin¬ 
cipals'  reply  of  "decidedly  more  different,"  2  for  each  reply  of  "more 
different,"  3  for  each  reply  of  "some  different,"  4  for  each  "slightly 
different"  reply  and  5  for  each  reply  of  "no  different."  The  total 
numerical  values  of  the  principals'  replies  to  the  twelve  questions 
constitute  the  Compatibility  Index  (CT). 

III.  THE  DETERMINATION  OF  ADOPTER  SCHOOLS 

The  determination  of  the  adoption  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum 
was  based  upon  two  criteria:  (1)  the  proportion  of  Division  II  class¬ 
rooms  within  a  school  within  which  pupils  are  promoted  on  the  basis  of 
units  of  work  completed;  and  (2)  a  minimum  of  six  instructional  groups 
in  the  four  skill  subjects  in  the  Division  II  classrooms  of  a  school. 

Table  XII  presents  a  frequency  distribution  of  the  proportion 
of  Division  II  classrooms  within  a  school  within  which  pupils  are  promoted 
on  the  basis  of  units  of  work  completed.  Within  the  561  sample  schools 
pupils  are  promoted  on  the  basis  of  units  of  work  completed  in  "all 
classrooms"  in  320  schools  and  in  "two-thirds  of  the  classrooms"  in  52 
schools.  Therefore  372  schools  or  66.31  per  cent  of  the  sample  schools 
met  the  first  criteria  for  the  determination  of  the  adoption  of  the 
Division  II  Curriculum. 

Table  XIII  presents  a  frequency  distribution  of  the  mean  number  of 
instructional  groups  in  the  four  skill  subjects  in  the  sample  schools. 
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TABLE  XII 


FREQUENCY  DISTRIBUTION  OF  THE  PROPORTION  OF  DIVISION  II 
CLASSROOMS  WITHIN  WHICH  STUDENTS  ARE  PROMOTED  ON 
THE  BASIS  OF  UNITS  COMPLETED  RATHER  THAN 
GRADES  IN  SCHOOLS  OF  SAMPLE 
(N  =  561) 


Category 

PROPORTION  OF  CLASSROOMS  WITHIN 
ARE  PROMOTED  BASED  UPON  UNITS 

WHICH  STUDENTS 
COMPLETED 

Range 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

5 

All  Classrooms 

320 

57.04 

4 

Two-thirds  of  Class¬ 
rooms 

52 

9.27 

3 

One-half  of  Classrooms 

24 

4.28 

2 

One-third  of  Class¬ 
rooms 

44 

7.84 

1 

None  of  Classrooms 

120 

21.39 
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TABLE  XIII 


FREQUENCY  DISTRIBUTION  OF  THE  MEAN  NUMBER  OF  GROUPS 
PER  CLASSROOM  OF  SCHOOLS  IN  THE  SAMPLE  IN  THE 
SUBJECTS:  ARITHMETIC,  READING,  LANGUAGE 
AND  SPELLING 
(N  =  561) 


Category 

Range 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

1 

3. 0-3. 9  groups 

2 

.36 

2 

4. 0-4. 9 

130 

23.17 

3 

5.0  5.9 

113 

20.14 

4 

6. 0-6. 9 

113 

20.14 

5 

7. 0-7. 9 

62 

11.05 

6 

8. 0-8. 9 

66 

11.76 

7 

9.0-9. 9 

31 

5.53 

8 

10.0-10.9 

22 

3.92 

9 

11.0-11.9 

6 

1.07 

10 

12.0  and  over 

16 

2.85 

Mean 

6.47 
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Schools  with  a  mean  number  of  six  or  more  groups  per  class¬ 
room  numbered  316  or  56.33  per  cent  of  the  sample  and  as  a  result 
met  the  second  criteria  for  the  determination  of  the  adoption  of  the 
Division  II  Curriculum.  The  mean  number  of  instructional  groups  per 
classroom  for  the  schools  in  the  same  was  6.47. 

Table  XIV  lists  the  results  of  the  determination  of  adopter 
and  non-adopter  schools.  Two  hundred  thirty-five  adopter  schools 
representing  41.89  per  cent  of  the  same  and  three  hundred  twenty-six 
non-adopter  schools  representing  58.11  per  cent  of  the  sample  were 
identified.  Therefore,  at  the  end  of  a  two-year  authorization  period 
less  than  one-half  of  Saskatchewan  schools  containing  Division  II  had 
adopted  the  Division  II  Curriculum. 

Table  XV  shows  a  frequency  distribution  of  the  mean  number  of 
groups  per  classroom  in  the  four  skills  subjects  in  the  adopter  and 
non-adopter  schools.  The  mean  number  of  groups  in  the  four  subjects 
in  the  adopter  schools  was  8.14  and  in  the  non-adopter  schools  5.34 
groups  per  classroom.  Only  11  of  the  561  sample  schools  or  1.96  per 
cent  have  completely  adopted  the  program  having  12  or  more  groups  per 
classroom  in  the  four  subjects. 

Of  the  326  non-adopter  schools,  81  of  the  schools  have  six  or 
more  groups  per  classroom  in  the  four  skill  subjects  but  are  classed 
as  non-adopter  schools  as  a  result  of  the ‘pupil  promotion  by  unit 
completed  dimension  not  being  fulfilled. 

Table  XVI  presents  the  mean  number  of  groups  in  each  of  the  1992 
Division  II  classrooms.  Reading  with  1.77  groups  per  classroom  exhibits 
the  largest  mean  number  of  groups  followed  by  arithmetic  1.75,  spelling  1.52 


"fsq  equoip  9iom  io  xta  to  isdroun  n69m  6  rilrw  2foorto2 


9<ii  to  ins?  isq  ££.35  ™  d T€  baiadmun  roooi 


z&,i  fwn  z  Oii.t  n?  afoorio?  9rtl  tot  mooi226fD 


.mu Ti/of r»uD  II  noraNIQ  9ril  b9lqobs 

e  qo ls  sri.i  nr  ziosldaz  zf  \iz  iruot  9ril  nl  rodoi226fo  isq  aqgoip 

f 

iuori  9f11  nl  aqucnp  to  i9dmun  ntsm  sriT  .afoortoa  "r9lqdb5-non 


no  2loortoa  «iqmfia  32  aril  to  ff  y.teO  .111001226 I’d  isq  aquoip 
isq  zquoip  910m  10  onrv*ri  frusw<q  aril  b£,}qob6  tfSJhlqtabo  9v6ri  Inao 

aloer  i.re  iu?t  sit*  r  mooieaefo 

' 


<q  rrquq^eril  to  Item.  »  25  afoortoa  islqobe-non  25 
.bsflitfyt  pnred  Ion  notanamrb  b-=*l9  qmoo 

1  nxe  moo'iaaeTj  iaq  aquoip  U.  rtlfw  pnrbes*  smooiaaefo  II  noratvra 


-  3Q2  *  or  omriifiB  \(d  b9wo  fot  equoig  to  nadmun  neam  Izspisf  grid 


71 


TABLE  XIV 

FREQUENCY  DISTRIBUTION  OF  THE  NUMBER  OF  SCHOOLS 
IN  THE  SAMPLE  WHICH  HAVE  OR  HAVE  NOT 
ADOPTED  THE  DIVISION  II  CURRICULUM 
(N  =  561) 


NUMBER  OF  ADOPTER  AND 

NON-ADOPTER  SCHOOLS 

Category 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Frequency 

Adopter  Schools 

235 

41 .889 

Non-Adopter  Schools 

326 

58.110 
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FREQUENCY  DISTRIBUTION  OF  THE  MEAN  NUMBER  OF  GROUPS  PER  CLASSROOM 
IN  THE  SKILL  SUBJECTS  IN  ADOPTER  AND  NON-ADOPTER  SCHOOLS 

IN  THE  SAMPLE 
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Classified  as  non-adopter  schools,  pupil  promotion  by  unit  completed  dimension  not  fulfilled. 
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TABLE  XVI 


THE  NUMBER  OF  PUPIL  INSTRUCTIONAL  GROUPS 
IN  DIVISION  II  CLASSROOMS  IN  THE 
SUBJECTS:  ARITHMETIC,  READING, 
LANGUAGE  AND  SPELLING 
(N  =  1992) 


NUMBER  OF  INSTRUCTIONAL 

SUBJECTS 

GROUPS  IN  SKILL 

Subject 

Total  Number  of  Groups 

Mean  number  of 
groups  per  classroom 

Arithmetic 

3504 

1.76 

Reading 

3543 

1.78 

Language 

2909 

1.46 

Spel 1 ing 

3034 

1.52 
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and  language  1.46.  The  results  so  shown  do  not  approach  the  implied 
number  of  three  groups  per  classroom,  with  reading,  arithmetic  and 
spelling  exhibiting  only  slightly  more  than  one-half  of  the  total. 

Table  XVII  shows  the  results  of  the  determination  of  adopter  and 
non-adopter  schools  by  location.  City  schools  exhibited  the  largest 
proportion  of  adopter  schools  by  location  with  86  or  51.50  per  cent  of  the 
total  of  167  city  schools  designated  as  adopter  schools.  Of  the  217  town 
schools  only  84  or  38.71  per  cent  were  classified  as  adopter  schools,  and 
of  the  177  rural  schools  64  or  36.16  per  cent  were  adopter  schools. 

IV.  DETERMINATION  OF  INDICES  OF  RELATIVE  ADVANTAGE, 

COMPLEXITY  AND  COMPATIBILITY 

Table  XVIII  presents  the  mean  index  of  relative  advantage,  complex¬ 
ity  and  compatibility  as  perceived  by  principals  of  the  entire  sample, 
adopter  and  non-adopter  schools.  Principals  of  adopter  schools  perceived 
that  the  Division  II  Curriculum  when  compared  with  the  former  Grade  4, 

5  and  6  Curriculums  had  a  higher  relative  advantage  and  a  lower  degree 

of  complexity  than  principals  of  non-adopter  schools.  This  agrees  with 

1  2  3 

the  assumptions  of  Rogers,  Carlson  and  Holdaway. 


^Everett  M.  Rogers,  Diffision  of  Innovations  (New  York:  The  Free 
Press  of  Glencoe,  1962),  pp.  125,  130. 

2 

Richard  0.  Carlson,  Adoption  of  Educational  Innovations  (Eugene, 
Oregon:  The  Centre  for  the  Advanced  Study  of  Educational  Administration, 
1965),  p.  71. 

E.  A.  Holdaway,  "Five  Characteri sties  of  Innovations,"  (unpublished 
manuscript.  The  University  of  Alberta,  Edmonton,  1967). 


'  sn.i  ,i  aonqqa  dbn  ob  nworte  oz  ziluzai  srtT  ,3b.  f  sgsugnef  bns 


. Aft*  */>  _ *  .  . 


e)ot  add  do  Hirt-TO  nsrtd  Mora  ytMerf?  yfno  pnrdldMxe  enrfhqi 
’ne  '!9}qob6  *°  "orda<.hm9.i9h  add  do  jJIujsi  srtd  jwodd  UU  sldtT 


>o  dnao  n9q  03. ra  no  38  ddfw  nold.oof  yd  dfoodoe  nadqoba  do  noldnoqonq 


'"  'r  -  9fW  -‘'O'**31  ,,SJqotfi  *»  afoorbz  ydlo  W  ,0  fBJoJ 


VT X J1  ail/.^KOO  QM  YriX3J<W03 

to  x9bnf  naarn  add  2dna?anq  HJVX  9fd6T 
.  q**?  9  ins  sdl  do  dUqronnq  yd  b#vf*n*q  »  ydmdfd*q»o;>  bn^jf 


'  *  90d:>*  ',9,',ob6  *°  .gfoorto#  iMqob.-non  bn#  -f9jq0b# 


.  sbr-;  nanod  srii  ddlw  baneqmod  naW  muluof-nuO  II  noMIvIO  9dd  dedd 


"^9b  19Kor  *  b"‘  9e»"‘vb*  wM.fr,'  nsdeM  a  bad  anwruornua  8  bn.  3 
-  pa  i  d  .dioodod  -udqobe-non  Jo  dfaqfonHq  nedd  ydfxMqmoo  do 

•yawabloH  bne  noafnaD  Vnaeofl  To  angfdqraudda  add 


sc.  :*noV  k9H)  dnordavonnl  do  nofdmia  . a-rapo*  .M  *d9n9v3'‘ 

.rx  .o  .fsAPi 


badaf fduqnu)  Vr-ordavo.nl  do  eolddloedoanarO  „tV  .yawebfoH  .A  ,3E 

;{V^‘  • noJnomb3  Y’o  *i^9vrnU  9iiT  ^qt-peunfcm 


75 


TABLE  XVII 


FREQUENCY  DISTRIBUTION  OF  ADOPTER  AND 
NON-ADOPTER  SCHOOLS  BY  LOCATION 
(N  =  561) 


Adopter  Schools 

Non-Adopter 

School s 

Location 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Frequency 

Percentage 

Frequency 

Rural  (177) 

64 

36.16 

113 

63.84 

Town  (217) 

84 

38.71 

133 

61.29 

City  (167) 

86 

51 .50 

81 

48.50 
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TABLE  XVIII 


MEAN  INDEX  OF  THE  PRINCIPALS r  PERCEPTION  OF  THE 
RELATIVE  ADVANTAGE,  COMPLEXITY  AND 
COMPATIBILITY  OF  THE  DIVISION  II 
CURRICULUM  IN  ADOPTER  AND 
NON-ADOPTER  SCHOOLS 


J 


Characteristic 

Adopter  School 

Mean 

Non-adopter  School 
Mean 

Relative  Advantage 

43.14 

42.19 

Complexity 

36.11 

35.24 

Compatibil ity 

28.77 

30.72 
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Principals  of  non-adopter  schools  perceived  the  Division  II 
Curriculum  as  possessing  a  higher  degree  of  compatibility  than  princi¬ 
pals  of  adopter  schools.  This  finding  on  the  compatibility  index  is 

4  5 

in  direct  opposition  to  Carlson's  and  Holdaway's  assumption  that 
high  compatibility  is  advantageous  to  the  diffusion  of  an  innovation. 

Rogers'  contention  that  "Compatibility  of  an  innovation  with  a  preceding 

g 

idea  that  is  evaluated  unfavorably  may  retard  its  rate  of  adoption," 
is,  as  well,  in  direct  contrast  to  the  findings  of  this  study. 

V.  SUMMARY  OF  CHAPTER  V 

Sample  schools  were  designated  adopter  (A-j )  or  non-adopter  (Ag) 
schools  upon  the  basis  of  two  criteria:  (1)  the  proportion  of  Division 
II  classrooms  within  a  school  in  which  pupils  are  promoted  upon  the 
basis  of  units  completed;  and  (2)  upon  the  number  of  groups  organized 
within  Division  II  classrooms  for  the  instruction  of  the  skill  subjects. 

Two  hundred  thirty-five  schools  were  designated  as  adopter  schools 
and  three  hundred  twenty-six  non-adopter  schools  on  the  basis  of  the 
criteria  values  selected. 

Indices  of  Relative  Advantage  (RA),  Complexity  (CX)  and  Compatibility 
(CT)  were  determined  by  the  weighting  of  principals'  responses  to  twelve 
questions  designed  to  obtain  the  principals'  perception  of  each  variable. 


4 

Carlson,  ojd.  c i t . ,  p.  71. 

5 

Holdaway,  ojd.  cit. 

g 

Rogers,  ojd.  cit.,  p.  127. 
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Principals  of  adopter  schools  perceived  a  higher  index  of  relative 
advantage,  and  lower  index  of  complexity  than  principals  of  non¬ 
adopter  schools.  Principals  of  non-adopter  schools  perceived  a  lower 
index  of  compatibility  than  principals  of  adopter  schools  which  was  a 
finding  opposed  to  the  assumptions  made  by  previous  writers  on  the 
subject. 
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CHAPTER  VI 


ANALYSIS  OF  DATA 

The  purpose  of  this  Chapter  is  to  present  the  results  of  the  analysis 
that  compares  the  adoption  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  to:  (1)  the 
Division  II  principals'  perception  of  the  relative  advantage  (RA),  the 
complexity  (CX)  and  the  compatibility  (CT)  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum 
in  comparison  to  the  former  Grade  4,  5,  and  6  Curriculums;  and  (2)  selected 
characteristics  of  Division  II  principals  and  schools. 

Because  of  the  dichotomous  nature  of  the  dependent  variables,  point 
biserial  correlations  and  t-tests  were  used  to  determine  whether  signifi¬ 
cant  relationship  exists  between  the  adoption  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum 
and  the  principals'  perception  of  three  characteristics  of  the  innovation. 
Point  biserial  correlation  and  phi  correlation,  t-test  and  Chi  square  were 
employed  to  determine  the  relationship  between  the  adoption  of  the  inno¬ 
vation  and  ten  characteristics--six  characteristics  of  Division  II  princi¬ 
pals  and  four  characteristics  of  Division  II  schools. 

The  discriminate  function  was  employed  to  determine  the  relative 
effectiveness  of  the  independent  variables  of  the  major  hypotheses  as  well 
as  the  independent  variables  of  the  related  hypothesis  used  in  the  prediction 
of  the  adoption  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum. 

I.  TESTING  OF  HYPOTHESES 


Major  Hypotheses 

Hypothesis  1.  "Principals  of  schools  containing  Division  II  tend  to 
adopt  more  quickly  innovations  which  they  perceive  to  have  a  high  relative 
advantage. " 
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As  presented  in  Table  XVIII  the  two  hundred  and  thirty-five 
principals  of  schools  within  which  the  Division  II  Curriculum  had  been 
adopted  had  a  mean  RA  index  of  43.14  as  compared  with  42.19  for  princi¬ 
pals  of  non-adopter  schools.  The  point  bi serial  correlation  coefficient 
of  0.074  was  significant  at  the  0.05  level  of  probability  for  a 
correlation  where  direction  was  predicted  (Table  XIX).  The  t-value  of 
1.78  was  significant  at  the  0.05  level  of  probability  as  shown  in 
Table  XX.  Therefore  Hypothesis  1  was  accepted  with  respect  to  the 
adoption  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum. 

As  a  result,  it  can  be  concluded  that  when  principals  of  schools 
perceive  a  high  relative  advantage  in  an  innovation,  such  as  the  Division 
II  Curriculum,  they  will  adopt  the  innovation  more  rapidly. 

Hypothesis  2.  "Principals  of  schools  containing  Division  II  tend 
to  adopt  more  quickly  innovations  which  they  perceive  to  have  a  low  degree 
of  complexi ty. " 

The  mean  CX  index  of  principals  of  adopter  schools  was  35.11  compared 
with  a  mean  CX  index  of  35.24  for  principals  of  non-adopter  schools  as  shown 
in  Table  XVIII.  The  point  bi serial  correlation  of  0.067  had  a  probability 
of  0.056  which  was  not  significant  at  the  0.05  level  (Table  XIX).  The 
difference  between  means  of  adopter  and  non-adopter  schools  on  the  CX 
variable  had  a  probability  of  occurring  as  a  result  of  chance  at  the  0.056 
level  as  shown  in  the  t-test  (Table  XX).  While  not  significant  at  the  0.05 
probability  level,  the  resulting  probability  approached  significance  and 
was  indicative  of  a  trend. 

Therefore,  Hypothesis  2  was  rejected  and  Null  Hypothesis  2,  "There  is 
no  significant  correlation  between  the  adoption  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum 
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TABLE  XIX 

INTERCORRELATIONa  MATRIX  OF  THE  INDICES  OF  RELATIVE 
ADVANTAGE,  COMPLEXITY,  AND  COMPATIBILITY  AND 
THE  ADOPTION  OF  THE  DIVISION  II 
CURRICULUM 
(N  =  561) 


Variable 

1  2 

3 

4b 

Variable 

1.  Relative  Advantage 

1.000  0. 378C 

-0.1 94C 

0.074d 

1 

2.  Complexity 

1.000 

0. 167c 

0.067 

2 

3.  Compatibility 

1.000 

-0. 120C 

3 

4  Adoption  of  the 
Division  II 
Curriculum 

1.000 

4 

‘Correlations  are  product-moment  coefficients  unless  otherwise  specified, 
^oint  bi serial  correlation. 
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Sigmfican  a  e  ,  eve  .)  por  one-tailed  tests  concerned  with  Hypotheses 
d  l  1-3,  and  correlations  for  which  direction  was 
Significant  at  the  .05  level,  j  predicted. 
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COMPARISON  OF  MEANS  OF  ADOPTER  AND  NON-ADOPTER  SCHOOLS  BY  PRINCIPALS'  PERCEPTION 
OF  THE  RELATIVE  ADVANTAGE,  COMPLEXITY  AND  COMPATIBILITY  OF  THE  DIVISION  II 
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in  a  school  and  the  perception  of  the  complexity  of  the  Division  II 
Curriculum  held  by  the  principal  of  that  school,"  was  accepted. 

Hypothesis  3.  "Principals  of  schools  containing  Division  II 
tend  to  adopt  more  quickly  innovations  which  they  perceive  to  have  a 
high  degree  of  compatibility." 

The  principals  of  adopter  schools  had  a  mean  CT  index  of  28.77 
as  compared  with  a  mean  CT  index  of  30.72  for  principals  of  non-adopter 
schools  as  shown  in  Table  XVIII.  The  point  biserial  negative  correlation 
coefficient  of  0.120  was  significant  at  the  0.01  level  of  probability 
(Table  XIX).  The  difference  between  means  of  adopter  and  non-adopter 
principals'  perception  of  the  compatibility  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum 
had  the  probability  of  occurring  as  a  result  of  chance  at  the  0.0019  level 
of  probability  which  is  significant  (Table  XX).  The  significant  negative 
correlation  resulted  in  Hypothesis  3  being  rejected  due  to  the  unful¬ 
fillment  of  the  predicted  direction. 

One  may  conclude  that,  on  the  basis  of  the  significant  negative 
correlation,  principals  of  schools  tend  to  adopt  more  rapidly  innovations 
which  they  perceive  to  have  a  low  degree  of  compatibility. 

This  finding  is  in  direct  opposition  to  the  assumptions  of  Carlson, 

2  3 

Rogers,  and  Holdaway  a's  outlined  in  Chapter  V  (Supra,  p.  77).  One  can 


^Richard  0.  Carlson,  Adoption  of  Educational  Innovations,  (Eugene, 
Oregon:  The  Centre  for  the  Advanced  Study  of  Educational  Administration, 
1965),  p.  71. 

o 

Everett  M.  Rogers,  Diffusion  of  Innovations,  (New  York:  The  Free 
Press  of  Glencoe,  1962),  p.  127. 

E.  A.  Holdaway,  "Five  Characteristics  of  Innovations,"  (unpublished 
manuscript.  The  University  of  Alberta,  Edmonton,  1967. 
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propose  two  suppositions  to  explain  the  nonconcurrence  between  the 

results  of  this  finding  and  the  assumption  of  Carlson,  Rogers,  and 

Holdaway  that  principals  tend  to  adopt  more  quickly  innovations  which 

they  perceive  to  have  a  high  degree  of  compatibility.  The  first 

supposition  is  based  upon  Rogers'  statement,  "Obviously,  however,  if 

a  new  idea  were  completely  congruent  with  existing  practice  there 

4 

would  be  no  innovation.  Non-adopter  principals,  in  perceiving  the 
Division  II  Curriculum  as  being  more  highly  compatible  with  existing 
practice  than  the  adopter  principals,  did  not  deem  it  desirable  to 
expend  the  effort  required  of  them  to  implement  the  innovation  for  a 
program  which  possessed  qualities  differing  so  little  from  those  in 
the  program  they  were  currently  using. 

It  may  also  be  conjectured  that  non-adopter  principals  perceived 
a  higher  degree  of  compatibility  due  to  a  lack  of  knowledge  concerning 
the  intricacies  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  than  did  adopter  principals 
who  actually  implemented  and  worked  with  the  program. 

The  Discriminate  Function 

The  discriminate  function  was  employed  to  determine  which  of  the 
independent  variables  concerning  the  principals'  perceptions  of  the 
characteristics  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum:  (1)  best  predicted 
the  adoption  of  the  curriculum,  (2)  accounted  for  the  greatest  amount 
of  variance  in  the  dependent  variables,  and  (3)  yielded  maximum  separation 
in  the  two  groups.  The  relative  effectiveness  of  the  variables  in 
predicting  adoption  was  determined  by  noting  the  contribution  of  each 
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variable  to  the  numerical  values  of  the  difference  in  means.  This 

process  paralleled  the  summing  of  squares  for  regression  in  an  analysis 

dealing  with  numerical  criterion,  as  outlined  by  Wert,  Neidt  and 
5 

Ahmann . 

The  scale  weights  resulting  from  Multiple  Discriminant  Analysis 
show  that  the  largest  contribution  to  a  separation  between  the 
adoption  or  non-adoption  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  were  made  by 
the  principals'  perception  of  the  variables  compatibility  and  complexity. 
The  principals'  perception  of  the  relative  advantage  characteristic 
contributed  little  to  the  separation. 

The  Wilks-lambda  criterion  for  the  three  variables  was  0.978 

g 

which  is  significant  at  the  0.005  level.  Thus  the  chance  of  producing 
variable  differences  this  large  by  chance  was  five  in  one  thousand. 

Related  Hypotheses--Principa1  s 

In  addition  to  the  three  major  hypotheses  this  study  attempted 
to  determine  whether  significant  relationships  existed  between  the  adoption 


5 

James  E.  Wert,  Charles  0.  Neidt  and  J.  Stanley  Ahmann.  Stati stical 
Methods  in  Educational  Psychological  Research  (New  York:  Appleton-Century- 
Crofts,  Inc. ,  1 954) ,  p.  267. 

^William  W.  Cooley,  Paul  R.  Lohnes.  Multivariate  Procedures  for 
the  Behavioral  Sciences,  (New  York:  John  Wiley  and  Sons,  Inc.,  1 962) . 
p.  119. 
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TABLE  XXI 


RESULTS  OF  MULTIPLE  DISCRIMINANT  ANALYSIS  BETWEEN 
THE  ADOPTION  OF  THE  DIVISION  II  CURRICULUM  AND  THE 
PRINCIPALS'  PERCEPTION  OF  THE  RELATIVE  ADVANTAGE, 
-  COMPLEXITY  AND  COMPATIBILITY 


Order  of 
entry  in 
di scriminate 
analysis 

Variable  Normalized  Weights 

Scaled  Weights 

1 

Compatibil  ity 

0.779 

146.89 

2 

Complexity 

0.613 

-92.82 

3 

Relative  Advantage 

0.132 

-19.81 

Wilks  lambda 

0.978  F  =  0.426 

Probability  0.005 
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of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  and  seven  independent  variables  concerning 
the  characteristics  of  Division  II  principals  and  four  independent 
variables  concerning  the  characteristics  of  the  Division  II  schools. 

Hypothesis  4.1.  "Adopter  principals  do  not  differ  significantly 
from  non-adopter  principals  in  the  total  years  of  experience  as 
principals." 

The  point  bi serial  correlation  coefficient  between  the  total 
number  of  years  as  a  principal  and  the  adoption  of  the  Division  II 
Curriculum  was  0.35  which  was  not  significant  at  the  0.05  level  (Table 
XXII).  The  t-value  was  not  significant  at  the  0.05  level  (Table  XXIII). 
Therefore  Null  Hypothesis  4.1  that  adopter  principals  do  not  differ 
significantly  from  non-adopter  principals  on  the  total  years'  experience 
as  a  principal  was  accepted. 

Hypothesis  4.2.  "Adopter  principals  do  not  differ  significantly 
from  non-adopter  principals  in  the  years  of  experience  as  principal  of 
the  present  school . " 

The  point  bi serial  correlation  coefficient  between  the  number  of 
years  of  experience  as  principal  of  the  present  school  was  0.005  which  was 
not  significant  at  the  0.05  level  as  shown  in  Table  XXII.  There  was 
also  no  significant  correlation  at  the  0.05  probability  level  with  the 
t-test  (Table  XXIII).  Therefore  Null  Hypothesis  4.2  was  accepted. 

This  finding  was  in  agreement  with  that  of  Holdaway  who  found  no 
significant  correlation  between  the  tenure  of  a  principal  in  the  present 
school  in  respect  to  (1)  the  adoption  of  innovations,  or  (2)  the  extent 
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of  the  adoption  of  innovations.7  Carlson,  in  both  the  Allegheny 
County  and  West  Virginia  studies,  found  that  the  tenure  of  a  super¬ 
intendent  does  not  correlate  significantly  with  the  rate  of  adoption 

g 

of  innovations.  Hemphill,  in  a  study  of  the  adoption  of  automatic 

data  processing  and  the  tenure  of  superintendents  in  their  present 

9 

positions  found  no  significance. 

Hypothesis  4.3.  "Adopter  principals  do  not  differ  signifi¬ 
cantly  from  non-adopter  principals  regarding  the  sex  of  the  principal." 

As  shown  in  Table  XXII  a  phi  correlation  coefficient  of  0.094 
was  significant  at  the  0.05  level,  existed  between  the  adoption  of 
the  Division  II  Curriculum  and  the  sex  of  the  principal.  The  chi 
square  value  of  4.47  was  also  significant  at  the  0.05  level  of  pro¬ 
bability  (Table  XXIV).  Since  the  sex  variable  was  dichotomous--the 
principal  being  male  or  not— Null  Hypothesis  4.3  was  rejected  as  a 
result  of  the  significant  correlation  coefficient.  It  could  be  con¬ 
cluded  that  male  principals  adopt  innovations,  such  as  the  Division 
II  Curriculum,  more  rapidly  than  female  principals. 

Hypothesis  4.4.  "Adopter  principals  do  not  differ  significantly 
from  non-adopter  principals  in  respect  to  age  of  the  principal." 


Edward  Allan  Holdaway.  An  Analysis  of  Some  Factors  Affecting 
Innovation  in  Elementary  Schools,  (unpublished  Master's  thesis.  The 
University  of  Alberta,  Edmonton,  1966),  pp.  83-84. 

g 

Carlson,  0£.  ci t.  ,  pp.  53-57. 

9 

H.  David  Hemphill,  "A  Survey  and  Analysis  of  the  Adoption  of 
Automatic  Data  Processing  in  Canadian  School  Districts,"  (unpublished 
Master's  thesis.  The  University  of  Alberta,  Edmonton,  1966),  p.  77. 
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TABLE  XXIV 


CHI  SQUARE  TEST  FOR  INDEPENDENCE  OF  ADOPTION 
OR  NON-ADOPTION  OF  THE  DIVISION  II  CURRICULUM  AND  THE 

SEX  OF  THE  PRINCIPAL 


Sex 

Adopter  Principals 

Non-Adopter  Principals 

Total 

Male 

200 

253 

453 

Female 

35 

73 

108 

Total 

235 

326 

Chi-square 

=  4.47  (significant 

at  the  0.05  level) 
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The  point  biserial  correlation  between  the  age  of  the  principal 
and  the  adoption  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  of  -0.009  was  not  signi¬ 
ficant  at  the  0.05  level  of  probability  (Table  XXII).  The  t-value  was 
also  not  significant  at  the  0.05  level  (Table  XXIII).  Therefore,  Null 
Hypothesis  4.4  stating  that  no  significance  exists  between  the  age  of 
the  principal  and  the  adoption  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  was  accepted. 

Although  Holdaway  found  a  significant  negative  correlation  between 

the  age  of  a  principal  and  the  extent  of  the  adoption  of  innovations,  ^ 

the  findings  of  this  study  did  not  support  his  finding.  Carlson^  and 
1 2 

Hemphill  did  not  find  age  to  be  a  significant  factor  in  the  adoption 
of  innovations. 

Hypothesis  4.5.  "Adopter  principals  do  not  differ  significantly 
from  non-adopter  principals  in  respect  to  the  years  of  tertiary  training 
completed. " 

As  shown  in  Table  XXII  a  point  biserial  correlation  coefficient 
of  0.174,  significant  at  the  0.05  level,  was  found  to  exist  between  the 
adoption  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  and  the  years  of  tertiary  training 
of  the  principal.  The  t-value  was  also  significant  at  the  0.05  level 
(Table  XXIII).  Null  Hypothesis  4.5  was  therefore  rejected  as  a  result  of 
the  significant  positive  correlation  for  the  years  of  tertiary  training 
of  the  principal.  It  could  be  concluded  that  innovations,  such  as  the 


^Holdaway,  ojd.  eft.,  p.  81. 

^Carlson,  loc.  cit. 

1 2 

Hemphill ,  loc.  cit. 
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the  Division  II  Curriculum,  were  adopted  more  rapidly  by  principals 
who  had  relatively  longer  periods  of  tertiary  training. 

The  significance  of  the  correlation  of  the  adoption  of  inno¬ 
vations  and  the  number  of  years  of  tertiary  education  of  the  princi¬ 
pal  was  consistent  with  the  findings  of  Carlson  on  the  Allegheny 

County  study  of  the  rate  of  adoption  of  innovations  and  the  amount 

13 

of  education  of  the  superintendent.  This  finding  was  not  substan¬ 
tiated  by  either  Holdaway^  or  Marion^  in  their  studies  of  innovation 
and  the  amount  of  education  of  the  principal. 

Hypothesis  4.6.  "Adopter  principals  do  not  differ  significantly 
from  non-adopter  principals  in  respect  to  the  number  of  university 
degrees  held." 

The  correlation  coefficient  of  0.155  between  the  adoption  of  the 
Division  II  Curriculum  and  the  degree(s)  held  by  the  principal  was 
significant  at  the  0.05  level  of  probability  as  shown  in  Table  XXII. 

The  t-value  was  also  significant  at  this  level  (Table  XXIII).  The 
significant  positive  correlation  existing  between  the  number  of  degrees 
held  by  the  principal  and  the  adoption  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum 
caused  Null  Hypothesis  4.6  to  be  rejected.  It  was  concluded  that  the 


13 

Carlson,  Joe.  cit. 

14 

Holdaway,  0£.  cit. ,  p.  73. 

15 

Guy  Bertrand  Marion,  "A  Study  of  Selected  Factors  Related  to 
the  Innovativeness  of  Elementary  School  Principals,"  (unpublished 
Doctoral  dissertation.  The  University  of  Alberta,  Edmonton,  Alberta, 
1966),  p.  151. 
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greater  the  number  of  university  degrees  held  by  the  principal  the 
more  rapidly  would  the  principal  implement  innovations. 

Hypothesis  4.7.  "Adopter  principals  do  not  differ  significantly 
from  non-adopter  principals  in  relation  to  amount  of  graduate  work 
completed  in  educational  administration." 

This  hypothesis  could  not  be  tested  because  of  the  misinterpre¬ 
tation  by  principals  in  the  sample  of  the  term  "graduate  work."  A 
relatively  large  number  of  principals  with  no  degree  stated  that  they 
had  completed  some  graduate  study  in  educational  administration,  which 
invalidated  responses  to  the  question.  Therefore  Hypothesis  4.7  was 
not  included  in  the  study. 

Related  Hypotheses--School s 

Hypothesis  5.1.  "Adopter  schools  do  not  differ  significantly  from 
non-adopter  schools  on  the  grades  contained  in  the  school." 

The  correlation  coefficient  between  the  grades  contained  in  a  school 
and  the  adoption  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  was  0.054  which  was  not 
significant  at  the  0.05  level  (Table  XXII).  The  t-value,  as  shown  in 
Table  XXV,  was  not  significant  at  this  level.  Therefore  Null  Hypothesis 
5.1  of  "no  significant  correlation  between  the  adoption  of  the  Division 
II  Curriculum  and  the  Grades  contained  in  the  school  "  was  accepted. 

Hypothesis  5.2.  "Adopter  schools  do  not  differ  significantly  from 
non-adopter  schools  on  the  number  of  full-time  teachers  in  the  school." 

The  point  biserial  correlation  coefficient  between  the  number  of 
full-time  teachers  in  the  school  and  the  adoption  of  the  Division  II 
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Curriculum  was  0.176,  significant  at  the  0.05  level  as  shown  in 
Table  XXII.  The  t-value  (Table  XXV)  was  significant  at  this  level. 

As  a  result  of  the  significant  positive  correlation  coefficient  for 
the  number  of  full-time  teachers  employed  in  the  school  and  the 
adoption  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum,  Null  hypothesis  5.2  was 
rejected.  It  was  concluded  that  the  larger  the  number  of  teachers 
employed  in  a  school  the  more  quickly  innovations,  such  as  the 
Division  II  Curriculum,  were  adopted  in  the  school. 

Hypothesis  5.3.  "Adopter  schools  do  not  differ  significantly 
from  non-adopter  schools  in  respect  to  the  number  of  Division  II  class¬ 
rooms  in  the  school." 

The  correlation  coefficient  of  0.106  obtained  on  this  variable 
was  significant  at  0.05  level  (Table  XXII).  The  t-value  as  presented  in 
Table  XXV  was  also  significant  at  this  level.  As  a  result  of  the  sig¬ 
nificant  positive  correlation  between  the  adoption  of  the  Division  II 
Curriculum  and  the  number  of  Division  II  classrooms  in  a  school.  Null 
Hypothesis  5.3  was  rejected.  Therefore,  it  could  be  concluded  that 
innovations,  such  as  the  Division  II  Curriculum,  were  implemented  at  a 
faster  rate  in  schools  containing  a  large  number  of  classrooms  within 
which  the  innovation  was  to  be  adopted. 

Hypothesis  5.4.  "Adopter  schools  do  not  differ  significantly 
from  non-adopter  schools  in  respect  to  the  location  of  the  school." 

The  location  variable  ranged  from  areas  of  low  concentration 
of  population  (rural  areas),  through  towns,  to  areas  of  high  concentration 
of  population  (cities).  Therefore,  this  variable  was  considered  to  be 
continuous  and  suited  to  correlation  and  t-tests. 
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The  positive  point  biserial  correlation  coefficient  between  the 
location  of  the  school  and  the  adoption  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum 
was  0.125  which  was  significant  at  the  0.05  level  (Table  XXII).  The 
corresponding  t-value  as  shown  in  Table  XXV  was  also  significant  at  this 
level.  Therefore  Null  Hypothesis  5.4  of  "no  significant  correlation 
between  the  adoption  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  and  the  location  of 
the  school"  was  rejected. 

As  a  result  it  could  be  concluded  that  schools  located  in  areas  of 
high  concentration  of  population  implemented  innovations,  such  as  the 
Division  II  Curriculum,  more  rapidly  than  did  areas  of  low  population 
concentration. 

The  Discriminate  Function 

Discriminate  function  analysis  was  performed  in  order  to  determine 
appropriate  weights  for  a  series  of  variables  yielding  maximum  separation 
between  the  dependent  variable,  adopter  and  non-adopter  schools,  and 
the  independent  variables  associated  with  Division  II  principals  and 
Division  II  schools.  The  results  are  shown  in  Table  XXVI.  The  scaled 
weights  resulting  from  the  Multiple  Discriminant  Analysis  show  that  the 
largest  contribution  of  separation  was  made  by  the  number  of  teachers 
in  the  school  and  the  years  of  tertiary  training  of  the  principal.  The 
variables  of  the  number  of  Division  II  classrooms  in  the  school,  and  the 
degrees  held  by  the  principal,  which  are  ranked  next  in  order  of  contri¬ 
bution,  are  closely  related  to  the  two  main  predictor  variables. 

The  Wilks  lambda  criterion  for  the  variables  was  0.950,  which  is 
significant  at  the  0.002  level.  Thus  the  chance  of  producing  variable 
deferences  this  large  was  two  in  one  thousand. 
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TABLE  XXVI 


RESULTS  OF  MULTIPLE  DISCRIMINANT  ANALYSIS 
OF  THE  ADOPTION  OF  THE  DIVISION  II  CURRICULUM 
BY  TEN  SELECTED  VARIABLES 


Order  of 
entry  in 
di scriminate 
analysis 

Variable 

Normal ized 

Weights 

$caled 

Weights 

1 

Number  of  teachers 

0.750 

21 .715 

2 

Principal's  tertiary  training 

-0,273 

-11.771 

3 

Number  of  Division  II  classrooms 

0.122 

8.146 

4 

Degree  of  Principal 

0.391 

7.193 

5 

Location  of  school 

-0.473 

-4.401 

6 

Sex  of  Principal 

-0.070 

-4.292 

7 

Experience  of  Principal 

0.119 

3.640 

8 

Age  of  Principal 

-0.047 

-2.547 

9 

Grades  in  school 

-0.032 

-1.359 

10 

Tenure  of  Principal 

-0.008 

-0.381 

Wilks 

;  lambda  0.949  F  =  0.29C 

i  Probability 

0.002 

23J8AI8AV  Q3T33J32  M3T  Yfl 


fsb’iO 

1  nl  ^"9 


gnfnlrri  zTeqlonNq 

; 


20100*1226 fD  II  nefetvH)  to  -lodmuM 


' 


ccr\  n 

, 

- ~ - T - - - - - L_ _ i 


e^e.0  Stans r  a;UrW 


100 


II.  SUMMARY  OF  CHAPTER  VI 

The  principals'  perception  of  the  characteristics  of  the  Division 
II  Curriculum  was  found  to  be  significant  at  the  0.05  level  in  a  positive 
direction  in  relation  to  the  relative  advantage  dimension.  No  signifi¬ 
cant  relationship  existed  between  the  principals'  perception  of  the 
complexity  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum,  but  the  probability  of  0,056 
was  high  enough  to  be  indicative  of  a  trend. 

The  principals'  perception  of  the  compatibility  of  the  Division 
II  Curriculum  was  negatively  correlated  to  the  adoption  of  the  program  at 

the  0.01  level  of  significance.  This  finding  was  in  direct  contrast  to 

16  17  18 

the  assumption  made  by  Rovers,  Carlson  and  Holdaway  that  innovators 
adopt  more  quickly  innovations  which  they  perceive  to  have  a  high  degree 
of  compatibility. 

The  principals'  perception  of  the  compatibility  and  complexity 
of  the  innovation  were  determined  to  be  the  best  predictors  of  the 
adoption  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  in  Saskatchewan  schools. 

Significant  correlations  were  found  between  the  adoption  of  the 
Division  II  Curriculum  and  the  characterise cs  of  Division  II  principals. 
The  variables,  the  years  of  university  training  and  the  number  of  degrees 
held  by  the  principal,  were  positively  correlated  at  the  0.05  level; 


^Rogers,  loc.  cit. 

^Carlson,  ££_.  ci t. ,  p.  71. 

1 8 

E.  A.  Holdaway,  "Five  Characteri sti cs  of  Innovations,"  (unpublished 
manuscript,  The  University  of  Alberta,  Edmonton,  Alberta,  1967). 
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while  the  sex  of  principal  variable  was  negatively  correlated  at  the 
0.05  level.  No  significant  relationships  were  determined  between  the 
adoption  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  and  the  principal's  years  of 
experience  as  a  principal,  tenure  as  principal  of  the  present  school, 
or  the  age  of  the  principal. 

Positive  relationships  significant  at  the  0.05  level  were  found 
between  the  adoption  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  and  the  number  of 
full-time  teachers  employed  in  the  school,  the  number  of  Division  II 
classrooms  within  the  school,  and  the  location  of  the  school.  No 
significant  relationship  was  found  between  the  grades  contained  in 
the  school  and  the  adoption  of  the  program. 

The  number  of  teachers  employed  within  a  school  and  the  number 
of  years  of  tertiary  training  of  the  principal  were  determined  to  be 
the  best  predictors  of  the  adoption  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  in 
Saskatchewan  Schools,  as  the  result  of  Multiple  Discriminant  Analysis 
testing. 
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CHAPTER  VII 


DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  SOURCES  OF  INFORMATION, 

AREAS  OF  DIFFICULTY,  AND  DIFFERENCES 
RELATIVE  TO  THE  DIVISION  II 
CURRICULUM  AS  PERCEIVED 
BY  PRINCIPALS 

This  chapter  was  designed  to  present  information  relative  to 
the  implementation  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  by  determining: 

(1)  the  Division  II  principals'  sources  of  information  concerning  the 
Division  II  Curriculum,  (2)  the  areas  of  difficulty  experienced  or 
envisaged  by  Division  II  principals  in  implementing  the  Division  II 
Curriculum,  and  (3)  the  principals'  perception  of  the  individual  items 
of  the  questions  designed  to  determine  indices  of  relative  advantage, 
complexity  and  compatibility.  This  chapter  was  presented  to  provide 
information  relative  to  the  implementation  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum 
that  was  not  included  in  the  major  and  minor  hypotheses. 

I.  PRINCIPALS'  SOURCES  OF  INFORMATION 
Sources  of  Information  as  Ranked  by  Sample  Principals 

Question  7,  the  first  question  referred  to  as  Section  III  of  the 
principals'  Questionnaire  (supra,  37)  asked  principals  to  rank  order  nine 
potential  sources  of  information  from  which  they  received  guidance  and 
assistance  relative  to  the  implementation  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum. 

Source  Ranked  1 .  As  shown  in  Table  XXVII,  the  principals  of  sample 

V 

schools  ranked  the  "Department  of  Education  Publications"  as  the  source 
from  which  they  received  the  greatest  amount  of  useful  information 
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TABLE  XXVII 

MEDIANS  OF  SOURCES  OF  USEFUL  INFORMATION  CONCERNING 
DIVISION  II  AS  RANKED  BY  PRINCIPALS  OF  SCHOOLS 

OF  SAMPLE 
(N  =  561) 

SOURCES  OF  USEFUL  INFORMATION 

Rank  Source  Median 

1  Department  of  Education  Publications  1.44 

2  Your  Superintendent  3.26 

3  Supervisors  and  consultants  4.18 

4  Teachers  of  Division  I  4.59 

5  Teachers  of  Division  II  4.85 

6  S.T.F.  Local  meetings  and  Teachers' 

Conventions  5.78 

7  Other  principals  6.19 

8  S.T.F.  Publications  6,40 

Other  educational  publications  6.82 
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concerning  the  Division  II  Curriculum.  This  information  source 
consisted  of  three  publications:  (1)  Elementary  School  Guide  for 
Division  1 1 ,  (2)  A  Plan  for  the  Reorganization  of  Instruction  i n 
Saskatchewan ,  and  (3)  Some  Questi ons  and  Answers  Relati ve  to  a  Plan 
for  the  Reorganization  of  Instruct!' on  i n  Saskatchewan  School s .  The 
first-named  source,  a  handbook,  was  issued  to  each  Division  II  teacher 
and  principal,  and  the  remaining  two  pamphlets  were  issued  to  each 
Division  II  school  by  the  Department  of  Education. 

Sources  Ranked  2  and  3.  Principals  of  Division  II  schools  ranked 
as  the  second  most  valuable  source  of  information  the  superintendent  of 
their  school  unit  or  superintendency.  The  third-ranked  source  was 
consultants  and  supervisors  employed  by  the  school  system  concerned. 

It  would  appear  that,  while  basic  information  concerning  the 
Division  II  Curriculum  was  obtained  from  Department  of  Education,  the 
supervisory  and  consultative  officials  play  an  important  role  in 
disseminating  relevant  information  to  school  principals.  This  ranking 
by  principals  of  supervisory  and  consultative  officials  suggests  that, 
in  order  to  effect  school  organizational  or  curriculum  changes,  concentrated 
efforts  should  be  made  to  acguaint,  orientate,  and  educate  the  supervisory 
and  consultative  officials  in  the  philosophy,  methodology  and  content  of 
proposed  innovations.  This  would  enable  them  to  play  an  effective  supportive 
role  in  disseminating  information  to  school  principals  and  teachers. 

Sources  Ranked  4  and  5=  Teachers  of  Division  I  were  ranked  by 
principals  as  the  fourth  most  valuable  source  of  information  concerning 
the  Division  II  Curriculum.  Division  II  Teachers  were  ranked  fifth. 
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The  Division  I  Curriculum  (Elementary  years  1,  2  and  3)  was 
authorized  by  the  Saskatchewan  Department  of  Education  in  June,  1964, 
after  the  program  had  been  run  on  an  experimental  basis  in  city  school 
systems  and  some  school  units  prior  to  this  date.  The  Division  II 
program  is  a  continuation  of  the  continuous  progress,  non-graded 
Division  I  program,  and  it  could  be  expected  Division  I  teachers 
would  be  valuable  sources  of  information  concerning  the  implementation 
of  the  intricacies  of  the  program,  such  as  student  grouping,  unit 
promotions,  and  student  account.  Teachers  of  Division  II  received  the 
same  basic  information  from  Department  of  Education  publications  as 
the  principals  of  Division  II  and  as  a  result  would  be  or  prove  to  be  a 
source  of  information  to  the. principal . 

Source  Ranked  6.  Saskatchewan  Teachers'  Federation  Local  Meetings 
and  Teachers'  Conventions  were  ranked  sixth  in  importance  by  principals 
as  sources  of  information  concerning  the  Division  II  Curriculum.  These 
two  potential  vehicles  for  the  dissemination  of  information  concerning 
school  reorganization  and  curriculum  changes  were  not  considered 
effective  by  principals;  but,  as  these  are  the  only  local-area  professional 
organizations  of  teachers  and  principals,  it  would  be  expected  that  they 
play  an  important  role.  Future  educational  innovations  should  be 
discussed  and  considered  both  at  the  Teachers'  Local  Meetings  and  at  Teachers' 
Conventions. 

Source  Ranked  7.  Other  principals  were  considered  the  seventh  most 
valuable  source  of  information  regarding  the  Division  II  Curriculum.  This 
ranking  raises  two  suppositions,  (1)  principals  as  a  group  do  not  share 
information  on  educational  matters,  and  (2)  principals  have  not  organized 
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themselves  in  a  manner  to  permit  the  interchange  of  educational 
ideas  and  knowledge.  It  would  appear  that  principals  could  profit 
by  professional  interaction  and  pooling  of  information.  This  could 
probably  be  accomplished  through  local  administrator  organizations 
set  up  for  the  purpose  of  educational  research,  experimentation,  and 
dissemination  of  information. 

Source  Ranked  8.  Saskatchewan  Teachers'  Federation  publications, 
being  ranked  eighth  by  principals,  were  not  considered  a  valuable  source 
of  information  concerning  the  curriculum  change.  The  Saskatchewan 
Teachers'  Federation  (S.T.F.)  publishes  two  periodicals ,  "The  Saskat¬ 
chewan  Bulletin,"  a  monthly  publication  during  the  school  year  and 
the  "Arbus,"  published  five  times  a  year.  All  teachers  in  the  province 
of  Saskatchewan  are  members  of  the  S.T.F.  and  receive  both  these  publi¬ 
cations.  No  articles  concerning  the  Division  II  Curriculum  or  its 
implementation  have  been  produced  in  either  of  the  two  S.T.F.  publications, 
with  only  minor  references  to  the  program  having  been  made  in  the  "Arbus." 
It  would  appear  that  the  publications  of  the  S.T.F.  are  potentially  excel¬ 
lent  sources  of  information  concerning  curriculum  changes,  such  as  the 
Division  II  Curriculum.  It  is  hoped  that  this  source  of  information  is 
better  utilized  in  future  educational  innovations. 

Source  Ranked  9.  Educational  publications,  other  than  those  of 
the  Department  of  Education  and  the  Saskatchewan  Teachers'  Federation, 
were  ranked  by  the  Division  II  principals  as  the  least  valuable  source 
of  information  concerning  the  Division  II  Curriculum.  Whether  this  ranking 
results  from  a  lack  of  relevant  publications,  or  whether  principals  do 
not  read  other  educational  publications  becomes  a  moot  point.  It  would. 
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however,  seem  that  this  potentially  valuable  source  of  educational 
information  is  not  being  exploited  by  Division  II  principals. 

Source  of  Information  as  Ranked  by  Adopter  Principals 

As  shown  in  Table  XXVIII  adopter  principals  rank  the  nine 
potential  sources  of  information  relative  to  the  Division  II  Curriculum 
in  the  same  order  as  the  principals  of  the  entire  sample  with  the 
exception  that  Division  II  teachers  are  ranked  fourth  and  Division  I 
teachers,  fifth.  This  change  probably  results  from  the  necessity  of 
interchange  of  information  between  principals  and  Division  II  teachers 
engaged  in  the  actual  implementation  of  the  program. 

Source  of  Information  as  Ranked  by  Non-Adopter  Principals 

Principals  of  non-adopter  schools  rank  the  potential  sources  of 
information  concerning  the  Division  II  Curriculum  in  the  same  order  as 
the  principals  of  the  entire  sample  (Table  XXIX).  The  ranking  of 
Division  I  teachers  before  Division  II  teachers,  unlike  the  adopter 
principals*  ranking,  can  be  assumed  to  result  from  the  non-adopter 
principal's  need  for  source  information  concerning  the  Division  II 
continuous  progress,  non-graded  program  prior  to  and  during  the  program's 
implementation 

II.  AREAS  OF  DIFFICULTY  EXPERIENCED  OR  ENVISAGED 
BY  DIVISION  II  PRINCIPALS  IN  THE  IMPLEMENTATION 
OF  THE  DIVISION  II  CURRICULUM 

Areas  of  Difficulty  as  Ranked  by  Principals  of  Sample  Schools 

The  principals  of  sample  schools  were  requested  in  Question  8 
of  Section  III  (supra ,  p.  37  )  of  the  Principals'  Questionnaire  to  rank 
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TABLE  XXVIII 

MEDIANS  OF  SOURCES  OF  USEFUL  INFORMATION  CONCERNING 
DIVISION  II  AS  RANKED  BY  PRINCIPALS  OF 
ADOPTER  SCHOOLS 
(N  =  235) 


SOURCES  OF  USEFUL  INFORMATION 

Rank  Source  Median 

1  Department  of  Education  Publications  1.82 

2  Your  Superintendent  3.18 

3  Supervisors  and  consultants  3.93 

4  Teachers  of  Division  II  4.49 

5  Teachers  of  Division  I  4.57 

6  S.T.F.  local  meetings  and  Teachers' 

Conventions  6.09 

7  Other  principals  6.24 

8  S.T.F.  publications  6.57 

Other  educational  publications  6.85 
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TABLE  XXIX 


MEDIANS  OF  SOURCES  OF  USEFUL  INFORMATION  CONCERNING 
DIVISION  II  AS  RANKED  BY  PRINCIPALS  OF 
NON-ADOPTER  SCHOOLS 
(N  =  326) 


SOURCES  OF  USEFUL  INFORMATION 

Rank 

Source 

Median 

1 

Department  of  Education  Publications 

1.35 

2 

Your  Superintendent 

3.33 

3 

Supervisors  and  consultants 

4.38 

4 

Teachers  of  Division  I 

4.60 

5 

Teachers  of  Division  II 

5.02 

6 

S.T.F.  local  meetings  and  Teachers' 
Conventions 

5.48 

7 

Other  principals 

6.17 

8 

S.T.F.  Publications 

6.26 

9 

Other  publications 

6.80 
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order  nine  potential  areas  of  difficulty  experienced  or  envisaged 
in  the  implementation  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum.  The  resulting 
ranking  is  presented  in  Table  XXX. 

Difficulty  Ranked  1.  Teacher  reluctance  to  teach  separate 
lessons  to  instructional  groups  within  classrooms  in  the  four  skill 
subjects  was  ranked  as  the  area  of  greatest  difficulty  experienced 
or  envisaged  by  principals  in  the  implementation  of  the  Division  II 
Curriculum.  The  concept  of  teaching  separate  lessons  to  groups  within 
subject  areas  can  be  accepted  as  the  greatest  single  change  brought  about 
by  the  Division  II  Curriculum.  Under  the  former  Grade  4,  5  and  6 
Curriculum  teachers  generally  taught  classes  as  a  single  unit  in  all 
subjects.  The  reluctance  of  teachers  to  teach  separate  lessons  to  groups 
in  the  skill  subjects  identifies  the  principals'  greatest  barrier  to 
successful  implementation  of  the  new  curriculum. 

Difficulty  Ranked  2.  The  second-ranked  difficulty,  that  of  placing 
pupils  within  groups,  results  from  the  number  of  factors  that  must  be 
considered  in  pupil  placement.  As  outlined  in  the  Department  of 
Education  pamphlet,  "Some  Questions  and  Answers  Relative  to  a  Plan  For 
The  Reorganization  of  Instruction  in  Saskatchewan  Schools,"  the  factors 
that  must  be  considered  are  listed  as: 

(a)  Results  of  reading  tests  that  accompany  readers. 

(b)  Work-study  skills. 

(c)  Unit-end  test  results. 

(d)  Standardized  achievement  test  results  in  arithmetic, 
language  and  reading. 

(e)  Results  of  mental  ability  tests. 
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TABLE  XXX 

MEDIANS  OF  SOURCES  OF  AREAS  OF  DIFFICULTY  EXPERIENCES 
OR  ENVISAGED  AS  RANKED  BY  PRINCIPALS  OF  SCHOOLS 

OF  SAMPLE 
(N  =  561) 


AREAS  OF  DIFFICULTY  EXPERIENCED  OR  ENVISAGED 
Rank  Difficulty  Median 

1  Teacher  reluctance  to  teach  separate  lessons 
to  the  groups  in  Arithmetic,  Reading,  Spelling 

and  Language  3.89 

2  Difficulty  of  placing  pupils  in  groups  4.05 

3  Insufficient  source  materials  available  for 

teachers  to  explain  Division  II  4.10 

4  Accepting  the  philosophy  that  Division  II  is 

a  better  method  of  instructing  students  than 

the  former  Grade  4,  5  and  6  program  4.13 

5  Lack  of  useful  information  concerning  Division 

II  4.62 

6  Teacher  reluctance  to  group  classes  for 

instructional  purposes  4.70 

7  Lack  of  teacher  enthusiasm  5.58 

8  Lack  of  assistance  from  central  office 

personnel  6.80 

9  Parental  resistance  8.08 
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(f)  Teacher  judgment. 

(g)  Social  maturity. 

(h)  Attitude  of  parents J 

Principals'  difficulty  in  making  grouping  judgments  appear  to 
result  from  the  complexity  of  criteria  upon  which  the  judgment  is 
based. 

Difficulty  Ranked  3.  The  difficulty  ranked  third  by  principals 
was  "insufficient  source  materials  available  for  teachers  to  explain 
Division  II."  The  three  publications  of  the  Department  of  Education, 
the  "Division  II  Curriculum  Guide"  and  two  pamphlets  (supra ,  p.104), 
were  ranked  by  principals  as  the  major  source  of  information  regarding 
the  Division  II  Curriculum  (Tables  XXVII,  XXVIII,  XXIX);  but,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  principals,  these  publications  are  insufficient  source 
materials  to  explain  the  program  to  Division  II  teachers.  As  a  result 
of  this  ranking,  it  can  be  concluded  that  detailed,  yet  readily- 
understood,  information  regarding  the  implementation  of  curriculum  changes 
must  be  provided  to  all  teachers  who  are  expected  to  participate  in  the 
change. 

Difficulty  Ranked  4.  "Accepting  the  philosophy  that  Division  II 
is  a  better  method  of  instructing  students  than  the  former  Grade  4,  5 
and  6  programs"  was  ranked  as  fourth  in  order  of  difficulty  by  the 
complete  sample  of  principals. 


Government  of  Saskatchewan,  Department  of  Education,  "Some 
Questions  and  Answers  Relative  to  a  Plan  for  the  Reorganization  of 
Instruction  in  Saskatchewan  Schools,"  (Regina,  Saskatchewan:  Queen's 
Printer,  1964),  p.  5, 
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Mr.  Janzen,  Director  of  Curricula  of  the  Saskatchewan  Department 

of  Education  (Appendix  A),  states  one  criterion  for  distinguishing 

between  those  who  have  effectively  adopted  the  Division  II  Curriculum 

as  being,  "(The)  Belief  in  the  'continuous  progress'  concept  for  the 
2 

individual."  It  can  be  concluded,  as  a  result  of  the  relatively  high 
ranking  of  this  variable,  that  principals  of  the  schools  in  the  sample 
experience  difficulty  in  accepting  the  "continuous  progress"  philosophy 
and  do  not  see  this  program  as  being  a  better  method  of  instruction. 

The  Department  of  Education  was  apparently  unsuccessful,  to  a  degree, 
in  gaining  principals'  acceptance  of  the  overall  value  of  the  program 
at  the  Division  II  level. 

Difficulty  Ranked  5.  "Lack  of  useful  information  concerning 
Division  II"  was  ranked  fifth  in  areas  of  difficulty  by  the  sample 
principals.  While  this  item  was  not  ranked  as  high  as  "insufficient 
source  materials  available  for  teachers  to  explain  Division  II,"  it 
represents  a  general  need  for  more  detailed  information  to  be  provided 
to  principals.  The  three  publications  of  the  Department  of  Education 
concerning  the  Division  II  Curriculum  were  not  considered  sufficient  to 
provide  principals,  as  well  as  teachers,  with  required  information  about 
the  program. 

Difficulty  Ranked  6C  "Teacher  reluctance  to  group  classes  for 
instructional  purposes"  was  ranked  sixth  in  order  of  difficulty  by  sample 


2 

H.  Janzen.  A  letter  written  by  the  Director  of  Curricula, 
Department  of  Education,  Government  of  Saskatchewan,  to  the  author, 
dated  January  26,  1967,  p.  1. 
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principals.  This  organizational  difficulty  of  placing  pupils  in 
groups  was  not  perceived  as  being  as  great  a  difficulty  as  the 
procedural  difficulty  of  teaching  separate  lessons  to  groups  for 
Division  II  teachers.  It  can  be  assumed  that,  as  a  result  of  these 
rankings,  teachers  experience  less  difficulty  in  implementing 
organizational  changes  than  they  do  in  implementing  procedural 
changes. 

Difficulty  Ranked  7,  In  the  opinion  of  sample  principals, 
teachers  did  not  lack  enthusiasm  concerning  the  implementation  of  the 
Division  II  Curriculum.-  Principals  ranked  this  item  seventh  in  order 
of  difficulty.  It  can  be  assumed  that  while  teachers  are  amenable 
to  change,  the  procedural  and  organizational  difficulties  arising 
from  the  implementation  of  the  innovation  are  the  areas  that  present 
difficulties  for  teachers. 

Difficulty  Ranked  8.  The  eighth-ranked  difficulty  was  "Lack  of 
assistance  from  central  office  personnel."  It  was  felt  by  principals 
that  central  office  personnel  adequately  assisted  with  the  implementation 
of  the  Division  II  Curriculum,  This  ranking  was  reinforced  by  the  second- 
and  third-place  ranking  of  superintendents,  supervisors  and  consultants 
by  principals  in  sources  of  information  concerning  the  Division  II 
Curri cul urn. 

Difficulty  Ranked  9,  Parental  resistance  to  the  Division  II 
Curriculum  was  ranked  as  the  least  difficult  area  by  principals  of 
Division  II  schools.  In  keeping  with  Cay's  contention  that  parents 
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3 

tend  to  be  critical  of  methods  and  content  they  do  not  understand, 
it  can  be  assumed  that  the  information  disseminated  to  parents 
concerning  the  Division  II  Curriculum,  augmented  by  knowledge  that 
parents  obtained  concerning  the  previously  implemented  Division  I 
program,  has  been  sufficient  to  overcome  parental  resistance. 

Areas  of  Difficulty  as  Ranked  by  Adopter  Principals 

The  results  of  the  adopter  principals'  rank  ordering  of  areas 
of  difficulty  experienced  in  implementing  the  Division  II  Curriculum 
are  presented  in  Table  XXXI. 

Adopter  principals  ranked  areas  of  difficulty  experienced  in  the 
same  order  as  the  principals  of  the  entire  sample  with  two  exceptions. 
"Placement  of  pupils  in  groups"  was  ranked  1  by  adopter  principals 
in  place  of  "teacher  reluctance  to  teach  separate  lessons  to  groups 
in  the  skill  subjects"  which  was  ranked  as  number  2.  "Teacher  reluctance 
to  group  classes  for  instructional  purposes"  was  ranked  5  by  adopter 
principals  in  place  of  "Lack  of  useful  information  concerning  Division  II" 
which  was  ranked  as  number  6  in  order  of  difficulty. 

Regarding  the  first  exception,  it  can  be  assumed  that,  once  the 
Division  II  Curriculum  is  adopted  in  a  school,  teacher  reluctance  to 
teach  separate  lessons  to  groups  does  not  present  as  great  difficulty  as 
it  does  during  the  period  of  implementation.  However,  pupil  placement 
remains  a  major  difficulty.  The  second  interchange  of  potential 


3 

Donald  F.  Cay,  Curriculum:  design  for  learning  (New  York:  The 
Bobbs-Merrel  Company,  Inc. ,  1 966) ,  p.  82. 
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TABLE  XXXI 


MEDIANS  OF  SOURCES  OF  AREAS  OF  DIFFICULTY  EXPERIENCED 
OR  ENVISAGED  AS  RANKED  BY  PRINCIPALS  OF 
ADOPTER  SCHOOLS 
(N  =  235) 


AREAS  OF  DIFFICULTY  EXPERIENCED  OR  ENVISAGED 
Rank  Difficulty  Median 


1 

Difficulty  in  placing  pupils  in  groups 

3.88 

2 

Teacher  reluctance  to  teach  separate 
lessons  to  groups  in  skill  subjects 

4.07 

3 

Insufficient  source  materials  available 
for  teachers  to  explain  Division  II 

4.16 

4 

Accepting  the  philosophy  that  Division 

II  is  a  better  method  of  instructing 
students  than  the  former  Grade  4,  5 
and  6  program. 

4.38 

5 

Teacher  reluctance  to  group  classes  for 
instructional  purposes 

4.52 

6 

Lack  of  useful  information  concerning 
Division  II 

4.64 

7 

Lack  of  teacher  enthusiasm 

5.67 

8 

Lack  of  assistance  from  central  office 
personnel 

6.77 

9 

Parental  resistance 

8.23 
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difficulties  is  probably  the  result  of  a  reduced  need  for  general 
information  regarding  Division  II  once  the  program  has  been  implemented. 

Areas  of  Difficulty  Experienced  by  Non-Adopter  Principals 

"Teacher  reluctance  to  teach  separate  lessons  in  the  skill 
subjects"  remained  as  the  most  difficult  area  for  non-adopter  princi¬ 
pals  in  the  implementation  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  (Table  XXXII). 

This  agrees  with  the  rank  ordering  by  the  total  sample  of  principals. 

The  major  change  in  ranking  by  non-adopter  principals  dealt  with 
the  item,  "Accepting  the  philosophy  that  Division  II  is  a  better  method 
of  instructing  students  than  the  former  Grade  4,  5,  and  6  program."  It 
was  ranked  second  rather  than  fourth  in  areas  of  difficulty.  Principals 
of  non-adopter  schools  apparently  do  not  perceive  the  new  Division  II 
Curriculum  as  being  superior  to  the  former  program  and  are,  therefore, 
reluctant  to  expend  the  energy  necessary  to  implement  the  program. 

This  assumption  is  reinforced  by  the  finding  that  non-adopter  principals 
perceived  a  higher  degree  of  compatibility  than  did  adopter  principals 
in  the  Division  II  Curriculum  when  it  was  compared  with  the  former 
Grade  4,  5,  and  6  Curriculum  (supra ,  p.  83). 

General  Summary  of  the  Ranking  by  Principals  of  Sources  of  Information 
Relative  to  the  Division  II  Curriculum  and  the  Difficulties  Experienced 
in  Implementing  the  Division  II  Curriculum 

Sources  of  Information.  Adopter  and  non-adopter  principals  received 
basic  information  relative  to  the  Division  II  Curriculum  from  Department 
of  Educational  publications.  Saskatchewan  Teachers4  Federation  publications 
and  all  other  education  publications  were  not  ranked  by  principals  as  being 
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TABLE  XXXII 


MEDIANS  OF  AREAS  OF  DIFFICULTY  EXPERIENCED  OR  ENVISAGED 
AS  RANKED  BY  PRINCIPALS  OF 
NON-ADOPTER  SCHOOLS 
(N  =  356) 


AREAS  OF  DIFFICULTY  EXPERIENCED  OR  ENVISAGED 

Rank 

Difficulty 

Median 

1 

Teacher  reluctance  to  teach  separate 
lessons  to  groups  in  skill  subjects 

3.77 

2 

Accepting  the  philosophy  that  Division 

II  is  a  better  method  of  instructing 
students  than  the  former  Grade  4,  5 
and  6  programs 

3.84 

3 

Insufficient  source  materials  available 
for  teachers  to  explain  Division  II 

4.05 

4 

Difficulty  in  placing  pupils  in  groups 

4.16 

5 

Lack  of  useful  information  concerning 
Division  II 

4.60 

6 

Teacher  reluctance  to  group  classes  for 
instructional  purposes 

4.82 

7 

Lack  of  teacher  enthusiasm 

5.50 

8 

Lack  of  assistance  from  central  office 
personnel 

6.81 

9 

Parental  resistance 

7.98 
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important  sources  of  relevant  information  concerning  the  innovation. 

Superintendents,  consultants  and  supervisors,  and  teachers  of 
Division  I  and  Division  II  classrooms,  ranked  in  this  order  by  princi¬ 
pals,  were  recognized  by  principals  as  being  the  second  most  valuable 
source  of  information  relative  to  the  Division  II  Curriculum.  This 
ranking  pointed  to  the  importance  of  interaction  between  supervisory 
and  consultative  officials,  principals,  and  teachers  in  the  effective 
implementation  of  educational  innovations.  A  basic  understanding  of 
the  philosophy,  methodology,  and  content  of  proposed  educational 
innovations  is  vital  to  all  who  participate  in  the  implementary  process. 

Principals  received  little  information  concerning  the  Division 
II  Curriculum  from  Saskatchewan  Teachers'  Federation  local  meetings  or 
from  Teachers'  Conventions,  These  local-area  professional  organizations 
represent  potentially  valuable  sources  of  information  relative  to 
educational  innovations.  It  is  to  be  hoped  that,  with  future  innovations, 
these  organizations  will  assume  a  more  vital  role  in  dissemination  of 
information. 

Principals,  as  a  group,  do  not  appear  to  communicate  to  each 
other  information  relative  to  educational  innovations.  A  local-level 
principals'  organization  is  suggested  as  a  means  of  promoting  interaction 
between  principals  regarding  the  implementation  of  educational  innovations. 

Difficulties  Experienced.  The  operational  factors  related  to  the 
Division  II  Curricul um--teachers  teaching  separate  lessons  to  instructional 
groups,  and  the  placement  of  pupils  in  groups  by  principals  and  teachers-- 
w ere  ranked  by  principals  as  the  most  difficult  aspects  of  the  implementation 
of  the  Division  II  Curriculum.  This  can  be  considered  to  a  degree  the  result 
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of  the  second  general  area  of  difficulty,  as  ranked  by  principals, 
the  area  of  an  insufficient  source  of  detailed,  yet  readily  understood, 
information  relative  to  the  Division  II  Curriculum  and  its  implementation 
available  to  teachers  and  principals.  The  prime  factor  in  the  promotion 
and  implementation  of  educational  innovations  can  be  assumed  to  be  the 
provision  of  adequate  information  to  all  participants  in  the  implementary 
process. 

A  belief  in  the  educational  value  of  innovations  by  potential 
implementers  is  a  requirement  that  must  be  fulfilled  if  the  effective 
and  rapid  implementation  of  innovations  is  to  result.  Non-adopter 
principals,  by  ranking  the  item  "Accepting  the  philosophy  that  the 
Division  II  Curriculum  is  a  better  method  of  instruction  .  .  .  ."  second 
in  order  of  difficulty,  apparently  could  not  recognize  an  increase  in 
educational  value  resulting  from  this  innovation;  and,  as  a  result, 
were  reluctant  to  implement  the  program. 

Principals  of  sample  schools  experienced  little  difficulty  from 
the  items  "lack  of  teacher  enthusiasm,"  a  "lack  of  assistance  from  central 
office  personnel"  and  "parently  resistance"  as  shown  by  the  7,  8,  and  9 
ranking  of  these  items. 

III.  AN  ANALYSIS  OF  THE  PRINCIPALS'  RESPONSES  TO 
INDIVIDUAL  ITEMS  IN  THE  QUESTIONS  DESIGNED 
TO  OBTAIN  THE  PRINCIPALS'  PERCEPTIONS  OF  THE 
RELATIVE  ADVANTAGE,  COMPLEXITY  AND  COMPATIBILITY 
OF  THE  DIVISION  II  CURRICULUM 

An  analysis  of  the  principals'  replies  to  the  twelve  items  within 
each  of  the  three  questions  designed  to  obtain  the  principals'  perceptions 
of  the  relative  advantage,  complexity  and  compatibility  of  the  Division  II 
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Curriculum,  produced  a  rank  ordering  of  the  items  within  each  question. 
Each  question  was  structured  so  that,  of  the  twelve  items  within 
the  question,  three  items  pertained  to  each  of  the  clients  of  the  new 
curriculum:  pupils,  parents,  teachers,  and  principals  (supra ,  pp°  38-43). 

Principal  Replies  to  Items  on  the  Relative  Advantage  Question 

The  means  of  principals'  responses  to  each  item  in  Question  16 
of  the  Principals'  Questionnaire,  which  was  designed  to  obtain  the 
principals'  perception  of  the  relative-advantage  characteristics  of 
the  Division  II  Curriculum,  resulted  in  the  items  being  placed  in  the 
"more  advantageous"  and  "no  different  in  advantage"  categories.  Table 
XXXIII  presents  a  ranking  of  each  item  by  mean  response  in  descending 
order  of  advantage  as  perceived  by  principals  of  the  entire  sample, 
adopter  principals,  and  non-adopter  principals. 

The  means  of  the  replies  of  principals  of  adopter  and  non-adopter 
schools  ranked  the  first  four  items  in  the  "more  advantageous"  category 
as  being  "in  relation  to  the  slow  learning  student,"  "in  relation  to 
the  student  with  superior  learning  ability,"  "for  teachers  in  evaluating 
student  progress"  and  "for  teachers  in  instructing  students  with  varying 
learning  abilities."  The  non-adopter  principals  ranked  the  last  two 
items  in  reverse  order. 

Adopter  principals  perceived  as  being  "more  advantageous"  the  items 
"for  principals  in  keeping  account  of  student  progress,"  "for  principals 
in  organizing  and  placing  students  in  classrooms,"  and  "for  students  with 
average  learning  abilities"  as  determined  by  the  means  of  responses  to  the 
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TABLE  XXXIII 

RANKING  BY  MEANS  OF  PRINCIPALS'  PERCEPTION  OF  THE  RELATIVE  ADVANTAGE 
OF  THE  DIVISION  II  CURRICULUM  BY  ITEM 


ALL  PRINCIPALS 
(N  -  561) 

ADOPTER  PRINCIPALS 
(N  -  235) 

NON-ADOPTER  PRINCIPALS 
(N  -  326) 

Category 

Rank 

Item 

Mean 

Rank 

Item 

Mean 

Rank 

Item 

Mean 

1 

In  relation  to  the  slow 
learning  student 

4.28 

1 

In  relation  to  the  slow 
learning  student 

4.37 

1 

In  relation  to  the  slow 
learning  student 

4.22 

2 

In  relation  to  the  student 
with  superior  learning 
ability 

4.24 

2 

In  relation  to  the  student 
with  superior  learning 
ability 

4.27 

2 

In  relation  to  students  with 
superior  learning 
ability 

4.22 

3 

for  teachers  In  evaluating 
students'  progress 

3.91 

3 

for  teachers  In  evaluating 
students'  progress 

3.99 

3 

for  teachers  In  Instructing 
students  of  varying  learning 
abilities 

3.87 

More 

Advantageous 

4 

for  teachers  In  Instructing 
children  of  varying  learning 
abilities 

3.90 

4 

for  teachers  In  Instructing 
children  of  varying  learning 
abilities 

3.95 

4 

for  teachers  In  evaluating 
students’  progress 

3.85 

5 

for  principals  In  keeping 
account  of  students'  progress 

3.74 

5 

for  principals  In  keeping 
account  of  students'  progress 

3.64 

6 

for  principals  In  organizing 
and  placing  students  In 
classrooms 

3.52 

7 

In  relation  to  students  with 
average  learning  ability 

3.50 

6 

In  relation  to  the  student  with 
average  learning  ability 

3.44 

8 

In  relation  to  parents 
obtaining  information  regarding 
their  child's  progress 

3.47 

5 

In  relation  to  the  student  with 
average  learning 

3.38 

7 

for  principals  In  organizing 
and  placing  students  In 
classrooms 

3.42 

9 

In  relation  to  the  reporting  of 
students'  progress  to  parents 

3.45 

6 

for  principals  In  organizing 
and  placing  students  In 
classrooms 

3.38 

8 

In  relation  to  the  reporting 
of  students'  progress  to 
parents 

3.40 

10 

in  relation  to  parents  understanding 
their  child's  academic  ability  3.34 

7 

for  principals  In  keeping 
account  of  students'  progress 

3.38 

No  Difference 

In 

Advantage 

9 

In  relation  to  the  parents 
obtaining  Information 
regarding  their  child's 
progress 

3.35 

11 

for  principals  In  supervising 
teachers 

3.26 

8 

In  relation  to  parents  obtaining 
Information  regarding  their 
child's  progress 

3.33 

10 

In  relation  to  parents  under¬ 
standing  their  child's  academic 
ability 

3.29 

12 

for  teachers  In  preparing 
lessons 

2.84 

9 

In  relation  to  the  reporting 
of  student's  progress  to 
parents 

3.32 

11 

for  principals  In  supervising 
teachers 

3.23 

10 

In  relation  to  parents  under¬ 
standing  their  child's  academic 
ability 

3.25 

12 

for  teachers  In  preparing 
lessons 

2.78 

11 

for  principals  in  supervising 
teachers 

3.24 

12 

for  teachers  In  preparing 
lessons 

2.75 

Mean 

3.58 

Mean 

3.63 

Mean 

3.52 
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items.  Non-adopter  principals  perceived  these  items  as  being  "no 
different  in  advantage." 

Principals  of  adopter  schools  perceived  five  items  as  being 
"no  different  in  advantage"  in  the  Division  II  Curriculum  as  determined 
by  item  response  means.  Three  items  concerned  parents,  "in  relation 
to  parents  obtaining  information  regarding  their  child's  progress," 

"in  relation  to  the  reporting  of  students'  progress  to  parents,"  and 
"in  relation  to  parents  understanding  their  child's  academic  ability." 

The  remaining  two  items  were  "for  principals  in  supervising  teachers" 
and  "for  teachers  in  preparing  lessons."  Non-adopter  principals  ranked 
these  items  in  the  same  order  as  did  adopter  principals  but  with  lower 
means . 

A  summary  of  principals'  responses  to  individual  relative-advan¬ 
tage  items  is  presented  in  Table  XXXI 1 1  a .  Adopter  and  non-adopter 
principals  perceived  the  Division  II  Curriculum  as  being  "more  advantageous" 
for  pupils  than  was  the  former  program.  The  Division  II  Curriculum  was 
perceived  by  adopter  principals  as  being  "more  advantageous"  for  teachers. 
Non-adopter  principals  perceived  the  program  as  being  "no  different  in 
advantage"  for  teachers.  Both  adopter  and  non-adopter  principals  perceived 
the  Division  II  Curriculum  as  being  "no  different  in  advantage"  for  both 
parents  and  principals. 

Principals'  Replies  to  Items  in  the  Complexity  Question 

Principals  of  adopter  and  non-adopter  schools  perceived  little 
difference  in  difficulty  between  the  items  designed  to  determine  the 


on  gn  ad  26  2iii9dr  saorld  b9vi'90,t9q  s  Tsq ^ onf-iq  *T9dqob6-noM  .aned}’ 


. spBdnsvbfi  nf  dn9t9ddfb 


gnf9d  a*  zmsdr  svtd  bdv?90"i9q  afoorba  n9dqob6  do  affiqlonH^ 
tor  ffmdsb  26  mil  l  uoIttuD  II  norafvrd  grid  nr  "9p6dn6vb6  nd  dn9n9ddffcronM 

bns  ,  adnauq  od  aastgonq  ‘adn9buda  do  gnfdnoqsn  arid  od  nofd6lVT  nl" 

anorbfied  paramoqua  nr  zfBqtonfiq  nod"  9*isw  arredl  owd'  gnrnUnm  9rtT 

2  >b6“dC'1  anoazg r  gnfrnBqsnq  nr  an9fb69d  not"  bn6 

:9v;o  •idi'w  dud  aTsqronhq  nedqobB  bfrb  26  nobno  9m62  grid  nh  a/nedi-  939 rid 


. ansam 


-n6vb6-9vrd6f9n  Tfiubrvrbnf  od  29^noq29"r  ‘arfiqtonHq  do  ^nemmua  A 

i9dqob6-non  bne  nodqobA  .elllXXX  afdfiT  nl  bodnoaonq  z\  zmSf  gged 

: 

. 

rfdod  -tod  "9g6dn6vb6  nr  dnsiaWb  on"  /.ofabvrO  odd 


.afsqrorU'tq  bns  adnon 6q 


QLL^^-^xsrqnyjJ  grid  nt  amadi  od  2sKq9«  ’aUgronHS 


9  ddr  b9vr9on9q  2foorba  nsddobfi-non  bn6  nsdqobs  do  ar6qtonrn<l 
9fi *  ®nfnned9b  od  bsngfaob  zmit  9rtd  nsowded  xdfuofddtb  nf  oonsnoddrb 


PRINCIPALS'  PERCEPTION  OF  THE  RELATIVE  ADVANTAGE 
OF  THE  DIVISION  II  CURRICULUM  WITH  REGARD  TO  PUPILS 
PARENTS,  TEACHERS,  AND  PRINCIPALS 
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principals'  perception  of  the  complexity  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum 
when  compared  with  the  former  Grade  4,  5,  and  6  Curriculum.  As  shown 
in  Table  XXXIV  only  one  item  "for  teachers  in  preparing  lessons"  was 
perceived  to  be  "more  difficult"  by  adopter  and  non-adopter  principals 
as  shown  by  the  mean  ranking  of  principals'  replies.  One  item,  "for 
students  to  maintain  satisfactory  progress"  was  mean  ranked  by  principals 
as  being  "less  difficult."  All  other  items  were  perceived  to  present 
"no  difference  in  difficulty"  in  the  new  Division  II  Curriculum  when 
compared  to  the  former  Grade  4,  5,  and  6  Curriculum. 

As  presented  in  Table  XXXIVA  adopter  and  non-adopter  principals 
ranked  the  Division  II  Curriculum  as  presenting  "no  difference  in  difficulty" 
for  pupils,  parents,  teachers  and  principals  when  compared  with  the 
former  Grade  4,  5,  and  6  Curriculum. 

Principals'  Replies  to  Items  in  the  Compatibility  Question 

The  mean  ranking  of  adopter-principals'  replies  to  the  twelve  items 
in  the  compatibility  question  (Question  19)  placed  nine  items  in  the  "more 
different"  category  as  shown  in  Table  XXXV.  Non-adopter  principals  perceived 
only  four  items  as  being  "more  different."  These  items  were  "for  students 
to  be  decelerated  rather  than  failing  and  repeating  a  grade,"  "for  parents 
to  understand  unit  progress  rather  than  grade  progress,"  "for  students  to 
be  accelerated,"  and  "for  parents  to  understand  the  operation  of  the  school." 
The  items  "for  principals  in  organizing  and  placing  students  in  classrooms," 
"for  teachers  in  teaching  their  classes,"  "for  principals  in  keeping  account 
of  students'  progress,"  "for  teachers  in  preparing  lessons"  and  "for  teachers 
in  evaluating  student  progress"  were  perceived  as  being  "more  different"  by 


9“  0  I  H6-  wn  9«  *d  owori?  tt 


JnMtnq  o?  bsvtmaq  jr jv /  aneif  -i9dJo  fb  ".JfuarWb  ziat"  poled  et 


zfeqrjnfiq  o9dqot8-noo  bne  i9;qobs  AVIXXX  eldeT  nl  b9J09S9-iq  2a 


'  n?  *°,,9'9Htb  on"  eofWBistq  is  mufuqfnuD  II  nofjfvIO  srtj  bsXnsi 

1  ftjiW  b9^E(lfV>r>  kn<  .» _ 


9,1  ’  (IJfw  baieqmoa  nsbw  zfeqianHq  bn*  i-i9rtie»J  f2in<H6q  .efrquq  10} 


norj^ug 


noUzavO  Virffdr.t^nr.n  «rft  nr  . 


>  LJL^tl  Qy  ??«  rqgj  Jj  '  jnr^ 


b9vr9D-,9q  aUqbobq  osjqobe-noH  .VXXX  sfdsT  nf  oworta  2S  Y-,oe9j9D  -JnrofNb 

' 


■ 


VK."  12260  nr  2  09 bud 2  enlDSlq  bn6  enmnepio  nl  dfeqboHq  ioV  2m9jf  9riT 
dnuobbb  pnrqssX  of  BUqbnr-rq  •,<*“  •.29226b  li.rt,  poised  or  tiwOssl  ooV 


;d  -b  9-.0W-  pored  26  bevbp-rnq  9i9w  "229op oiq  Jn9bud2  8nrj8Uf8V9  nl 


RANKING  BY  MEANS  OF  PRINCIPALS'  PERCEPTION  OF  THE  COMPLEXITY 
OF  THE  DIVISION  II  CURRICULUM  BY  ITEM 


126 


l/T 

3 


z 

2 


(/> 


a. 


—i 

< 
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TABLE  XXXV 

RANKING  BY  MEANS  OF  PRINCIPALS' PERCEPTION  OF  THE  COMPATIBILITY 
OF  THE  DIVISION  II  CURRICULUM  BY  ITEM 


ALL  PRINCAPALS 
(N  =  561) 

ADOPTER  PRINCIPALS 
(N  =  235) 

NON-ADOPTER  PRINCIPALS 
(N  «  326) 

Category 

Rank 

Item 

Mean 

Rank 

Item 

Mean 

Rank 

Item 

Mean 

1  for  students  to  be  decelerated 
rather  than  failing  and  repeating 
a  grade  2.09 

1  for  students  to  be  decelerated 
rather  than  falling  and  repeating 
a  grade  1.98 

1  for  students  to  be  decelerated 
rather  than  falling  and  repeating 
a  grade  2.17 

2 

for  students  to  be  accelerated 

2.28 

2 

for  students  to  be  accelerated 

2.16 

2 

for  parents  to  understand  unit 
progress  rather  than  grade 
progress 

2.34 

3 

for  parents  to  understand 
the  operation  of  the  school 

2.38 

3 

for  parents  to  understand  unit 
progress  rather  than  grade 
progress 

2.26 

3 

for  students  to  be  accelerated 

2.37 

More 

4 

for  principals  In  organizing 
and  placing  students  in 
classrooms 

2.43 

4 

for  principals  in  organizing 
and  placing  students  in 
classrooms 

2.28 

4 

for  parents  to  understand  the 
operation  of  the  school 

2.45 

Different 

5 

for  teachers  in  teaching 
their  classes 

2.43 

5 

for  parents  to  understand  the 
operation  of  the  school 

2.29 

$ 

for  teachers  in  preparing 
lessons 

2.50 

6. 

for  teaching  In  teaching  their 
classes 

2.32 

7 

for  principals  In  keeping  account 
of  students'  progress  2.45 

8 

for  teachers  In  preparing 
lessons 

2.47 

9 

for  teachers  In  evaluating 
student  progress 

2.49 

7 

for  parents  to  understand  unit 
progress  rather  than  grade 
progress 

2.52 

10 

for  students  to  be  grouped 
within  classrooms  according 
to  ability 

2.54 

5 

for  teachers  in  teaching  their 
classes 

2.51 

8 

for  parents  to  understand 
that  pupil  progress  Is 
directly  related  to  the 
child's  learning  ability 

2.60 

11 

for  parents  to  understand 
that  pupil  progress  Is 
directly  related  to  the 
child's  learning  ability 

2.58 

6 

for  teachers  In  preparing 
lessons 

2.53 

9 

for  teachers  in  evaluating 
student  progress 

2.60 

12 

for  principals  In  supervising 
teachers 

2.97 

7 

for  principals  In  organizing 
and  placing  students  in 
classrooms 

2.54 

Some 

Different 

10 

for  principals  In  keeping 
account  of  student's 
progress 

2.62 

8 

for  parents  to  understand 
that  pupil  progress  Is 
directly  related  to  the 
child's  learning  ability 

2.61 

11 

for  students  to  be  grouped 
within  classrooms  according 
to  ability 

2.64 

9 

for  students  to  be  grouped 
within  classrooms  according 
to  ability 

2.69 

12 

for  principals  In  supervising 
teachers 

3.05 

10 

for  teachers  In  evaluating 
student  progress 

2.73 

ii 

for  principals  In  keeping 
account  of  students'  progress 

2.74 

12 

for  principals  In  supervising 
teachers 

3.10 

Mean 

2.51 

Mean 

2.40 

Mean 

2.57 
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adopter  principals  and  "some  different"  by  non-adopter  principals  as 
indicated  by  the  mean  ranking  of  principals'  responses.  Both  adopter 
and  non-adopter  principals  perceived  as  "some  different"  the  items  "for 
students  to  be  grouped  in  classrooms  according  to  ability,"  "for  parents 
to  understand  that  pupil  progress  is  directly  related  to  the  child's 
learning  ability"  and  "for  principals  in  supervising  teachers." 

As  shown  in  Table  XXXVA  adopter  principals  perceived  a  lower 
compatibility;  that  is,  a  greater  difference  between  the  Division  II 
Curriculum  and  the  former  Grade  4,  5,  and  6  Curriculum  for  pupils,  parents( 
and  teachers.  Non-adopter  principals  perceived  a  greater  difference  for 
only  pupils  and  parents,  ranking  teachers  and  principals  in  the  "some 
different"  category  as  determined  by  the  mean  ranking  of  principals' 
responses  to  items  in  the  compatibility  question. 

General  Summary  of  Principals'  Responses  to  Individual  Items  in  the  Questions 

Designed  to  Obtain  the  Principals'  Perceptions  of  the  Relative  Advantage, 

Complexity  and  Compatibility  Characteristics  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum 

% 

The  sample  principals'  perception  of  the  relative  advantage  of  the 
Division  II  Curriculum,  as  determined  by  the  mean  ranking  of  principals' 
responses  to  individual  items  comprising  Question  16  of  the  Principals' 
Questionnaire,  determined  that  the  Division  II  Curriculum  was  "more 
advantageous"  for  pupils  and  teachers  and  was  "no  different  in  difficulty" 
for  principals  and  parents. 

Principals  of  sample  schools,  by  perceiving  an  advantage  for  pupils 
and  teachers,  point  to  the  value  to  be  derived  from  expending  the  effort 
necessary  to  implement  the  continuous  progress,  non-graded  Division  II 


Curriculum. 
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The  continuous  progress,  non-graded  Division  II  Curriculum 
represents  no  increase  in  difficulty  for  pupils,  teachers,  parents,  and 
principals  in  the  perception  of  principals  as  determined  by  the  mean 
ranking  of  item  responses  in  Question  17  of  the  Principals'  Question¬ 
naire.  As  a  result,  it  can  be  concluded  that  the  advantages  offered  by 
the  Division  II  Curriculum  can  be  obtained  with  no  accompanying  increase 
in  difficulty  for  the  four  clients  of  the  curriculum. 

Parents,  pupils,  and  teachers,  in  the  perception  of  Division  II 
principals,  will  experience  a  number  of  differences  as  a  result  of  the 
implementation  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum.  By  identifying  the  clients 
of  the  curriculum  who  can  be  expected  to  find  differences  resulting 
from  the  implementation  of  the  innovation,  educators  are  permitted  to 
plan  measures  to  reduce  the  impact  of  these  differences  by  preparing 
these  clients  for  changes  to  be  expected. 

III.  SUMMARY  OF  CHAPTER  VII 

Relevant  information  regarding  the  Division  II  Curriculum  and  its 
implementation,  which  was  not  included  in  the  major  and  related  hypotheses 
of  this  study,  was  presented  in  this  chapter.  Nine  potential  sources  of 
information,  as  rank  ordered  by  principals,  were  evaluated  as  to  importance. 
Suggestions  were  made  to  improve  the  information-disseminating  function  of 
sources  which  were  judged  to  be  relatively  ineffective  by  principals. 

Principals'  difficulties  in  implementing  the  program  were  ranked  in 
order  of  importance.  Operational  difficulties,  "teacher  reluctance  to  teach 
separate  lessons  to  instructional  groups"  and  "the  placement  of  pupils  in 
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groups  by  principals  and  teachers"  represented  the  first-ranked 
area  of  difficulty  by  principals.  A  general  lack  of  information  for 
teachers  and  principals  which  explained  the  Division  II  Curriculum  was 
ranked  by  principals  as  being  second  in  order  of  difficulty.  Educators, 
as  a  result  of  the  knowledge  of  difficulties  experienced  in  implementing 
this  innovation,  can  make  adjustments  which  will  overcome  these  difficul¬ 
ties  in  future,  like  innovations. 

The  Division  II  Curriculum,  when  compared  to  the  former  Grade  4,  5, 
and  6  Curriculums,  was  perceived  by  principals  as:  (1)  being  "more 
advantageous"  for  pupils  and  teachers,  and  (2)  presenting  no  appreciable 
increase  in  difficulty  for  pupils,  parents,  teachers  or  principals. 
Principals  also  perceived  that  pupils,  parents,  and  teachers  would 
experience  a  greater  change  than  principals  as  a  result  of  the  imple¬ 
mentation  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum. 
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CHAPTER  VIII 


SUMMARY,  CONCLUSIONS,  AND  SUGGESTIONS 
FOR  FURTHER  RESEARCH 

The  purposes  of  this  study  were  (1)  to  determine  the  extent 
of  the  adoption  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  in  Saskatchewan  schools 
containing  Division  II  classes  (school  years  4,  5,  and  6),  (2)  to 
determine  which  of  the  three  characteristics  of  an  innovation,  as 
perceived  by  principals,  affect  the  rate  of  the  adoption  of  the 
innovation,  the  Division  II  Curriculum,  (3)  to  determine  which  of 
selected  characteristics  differentiated  between  adopter  and  non¬ 
adopter  principals  and  schools,  and  (4)  to  determine  which  of  the 
characteristics  of  the  innovation  and  which  of  the  characteristics 
of  principals  and  schools  best  predicted  the  adoption  of  the  Division 
II  Curriculum.  This  chapter  presents  a  summary  of  the  major  findings 
of  the  study,  states  some  conclusions,  and  proposes  suggestions  for 
further  research. 

I.  SUMMARY  OF  THE  STUDY 

The  Sample 

Following  granting  of  permission  by  61  of  62  superintendents  to 
conduct  the  study  in  Saskatchewan  superintendencies,  a  questionnaire  was 
mailed  to  766  principals  of  schools  containing  Division  II  classrooms, 
their  names  having  been  submitted  by  the  superintendents.  Of  the  589 
returned  questionnaires  a  sample  of  561  principals'  replies,  representing 
73.24  per  cent  of  the  total  population,  was  selected. 


133 


II IV 


2H0IT2338UZ  QUA  , 2H0I2UJ3M03  ,YflAKMU2 
H0flA323fl  HHHTHU3  SOI 


*fi9*X9  9(1}  9nfnn9}9b  0}  (r)  snsw  tf>u}*  iti\l  To  assoqujq  9(1T 
i  OOrt}f  nt  mfuoIrruO  II  nofsIvfQ  9(1}  To  noldqobs  ndflo 

J6  .norJsvonnl  ns  To  lynthalwerti  stirt}  aitj  To  rtoldw  9n1i(n9}9b 
9(1}  lo  noflqobe  9(1}  To  9}#n  9ri}  JwTTs  .iftaqlanf-iq  yd  bsvfso-tsq 


-wn  bne  ".9}qobs  n9s»}9d  boTsITnoisTYrb  zofdjHgjosnsrfo  bslograi 

» 


’u"  9ri?  o  fi  2Jn929'tq  isJqadz  zfrtT  .mufuDtTTuD^II 


:  i-  ; : asgpua  292oqoTq  bnfi  , gnorsuranoD  9fflo2  29*532  ,vbu*2  9ri*  lo 

.rt3't6929T  *t9ri^ifut 


YQUT2  3HT  10  YHAMMU2  *1 


Sjqrngg  9dT 


’ 

-  6nnor  *29up  6  .eetonebna^nHequa  nswario^afia  nf  eris  iovbnoo 

■ 


.  inoc  226  :  norzfvtO  enfnl6}noo  aloodos  To  afsqlonfnq  881  0}  bsHsra 


enfTns^qs-,  .esrfqsn  'ertqhnhq  tag  To  9rqm«?  s  te^MwMwup  b9nnu}»i 


134 


The  Instrument 

A  Principals1  Questlonnai re  was  designed  to  obtain  data  relating 
to  five  areas  included  in  the  study:  (1)  characteristics  of  Division 
II  schools,  (2)  characteristics  of  Division  II  principals,  (3)  principals' 
sources  of  information  and  areas  of  difficulty  regarding  the  implementation 
of  the  Division  II  Curriculum,  (4)  the  identification  of  adopter  schools, 
and  (5)  principals'  perception  of  the  relative  advantage,  complexity,  and 
compatibility  dimensions  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum. 

The  Identification  of  Adopter  Schools 

Adopter  schools  were  identified  on  the  basis  of  two  criteria: 

(1)  the  proportion  of  Division  II  classrooms  within  which  pupils  were 
promoted  upon  the  basis  of  units  completed,  and  (2)  a  minimum  of  six 
pupil  groups  within  a  classroom  organized  for  the  instruction  of  arith¬ 
metic,  reading,  language,  and  spelling.  Of  the  561  Division  II  schools 
in  the  sample,  235  were  identified  as  adopter  schools;  and  326,  as  non¬ 
adopter  schools. 

Determination  of  the  Relationship  between  the  Principals'  Perception  of 

Three  Characteristics  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  and  the  Adoption  oT 

the  Program  within  Schools 

Indices  of  the  principals'  perception  of  relative  advantage,  com¬ 
plexity,  and  compatibility  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  were  developed 
from  the  principals'  replies  to  specific  questions  contained  in  the 
Principals'  Questionnaire.  Using  point  biserial  correlation  and  t-tests, 
adopter  and  non-adopter  principals'  perception  indices  of  the  three 
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characteristics  of  the  innovation  were  compared.  A  probability  level 
of  five  per  cent  was  accepted  as  showing  significant  difference. 

Resul ts .  A  positive  significant  difference  was  revealed  between 
the  principals'  perception  of  the  relative  advantage  of  the  Division  II 
Curriculum  and  the  adoption  of  the  program  within  schools.  No  signifi¬ 
cant  difference  was  revealed  between  the  adoption  of  the  Division  II 
Curriculum  and  the  principals'  perception  of  the  complexity  of  the 
innovation.  A  significant  negative  difference  was  revealed  between 
the  principals'  perception  of  the  compatibility  of  the  Division  II 
Curriculum  and  the  adoption  of  the  innovation.  Principals  of  non-adopter 
schools  perceived  a  higher  degree  of  compatibility  between  the  Division 
II  Curriculum  and  the  former  Grade  4,  5,  and  6  Curriculum. 

Comparison  of  Adopter  and  Non-Adopter  Principals  and  Schools 

Point  biserial  and  phi  correlation,  t-tests,  and  chi  square  test 
were  used  to  determine  if  significant  differences  at  the  five  per  cent 
level  existed  between  ten  selected  characteristics  of  adopter  and 
non-adopter  principals  and  schools. 

Results.  Of  the  six  principal  characteristics  examined,  signifi¬ 
cant  differences  were  revealed  between  adopter  and  non-adopter  principals 
on  the  variables:  sex  of  the  principal,  years  of  university  training, 
and  number  of  degrees  held  by  the  principal.  No  significance  was  revealed 
between  the  variables:  the  age  of  the  principal,  principal's  total  years 
of  experience  as  a  principal,  and  principal's  tenure  as  principal  of  present 
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Three  of  the  four  variables  concerning  schools  revealed 
significant  differences  between  adopter  and  non-adopter  schools. 

The  number  of  full-time  teachers  employed  in  the  school,  the  number 
of  Division  II  classrooms  in  the  school,  and  the  location  of  the 
school  variables  were  significant  at  the  0.05  level.  No  significance 
difference  was  revealed  concerning  the  number  of  grades  in  the  school 
and  the  adopter  and  non-adopter  schools. 

The  Discriminate  Function 

Discriminate  function  analysis  revealed  that  the  variation  in 
the  adoption  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  was  best  explained  by  the 
principals'  perception  of  the  compatibility  and  the  complexity  of  the 
innovation.  Similarily,  of  the  ten  variables  concerned  with  the 
characteristics  of  principals,  the  variabl es--number  of  teachers  employed 
in  a  school  and  the  tertiary  training  of  the  principal-best  explained 
the  variation  in  the  adoption  of  the  innovation. 

Principals'  Sources  of  Information  and  Areas  of  Difficulty  Experienced 

Relative  to  the  Implementation  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum 

In  addition  to  the  major  and  related  hypotheses  included  in  the 
study,  information  was  presented  regarding  the  principals'  sources  of 
information,  and  the  difficulties  experienced  or  envisaged  by  principals 
in  the  implementation  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum.  Analyses  of  the 
principals'  perceptions  of  the  relative  advantage,  complexity,  and 
compatibility  of  individual  aspects  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  as 
related  to  pupils,  parents,  teachers  and  principals  were  also  presented. 
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Results:  Sources  of  Information.  Department  of  Education  publi¬ 
cations  were  identified  by  principals  as  being  the  most  valuable  source 
of  information  concerning  the  Division  II  Curriculum.  Central  office 
personnel--superintendents,  supervisors,  and  consul tants--was  ranked  as 
being  the  next  most  valuable  source  of  information.  Teachers  of  Division 

I  and  Division  II  classrooms  were  considered  to  be  the  third  most  impor¬ 
tant  source  of  information  to  Division  II  principals.  Saskatchewan  Teachers' 
Federation  Local  meetings.  Teachers'  Conventions,  other  principals, 
Saskatchewan  Teachers'  Federation  publications  and  other  publications 

were  given  lower  ranking  as  sources  of  information. 

Results:  Areas  of  Difficulty.  The  operational  factors--reluctance 
of  teachers  to  teach  separate  lessons  to  groups  in  the  skill  subjects,  and 
the  placement  of  pupils  into  groups  by  teachers  and  principal s--were  the 
first-ranked  area  of  difficulty  experienced  by  principals  in  the  imple¬ 
mentation  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum.  The  second-ranked  area  of 
difficulty  experienced  by  principals  was  a  lack  of  adequate  information 
for  teachers  and  for  principals  to  explain  the  new  program.  Accepting 
the  philosophy  that  the  Division  II  Curriculum  method  was  superior  to 
the  former  Grade  4,  5,  and  6  Curriculum  method  of  instructing  pupils  was 
the  third-ranked  difficulty  for  principals.  Principals  of  sample  schools 
experienced  little  difficulty  with  the  factors:  a  lack  of  teacher 
enthusiasm,  a  lack  of  assistance  from  central  office  personnel,  and 
parental  resistance. 

Results:  Principals'  Perception  of  Individual  Items  Related  to 
Pupils,  Parents,  Teachers,  and  Principals.  Principals  perceive  the  Division 

II  Curriculum  as  being  more  advantageous  for  pupils  and  teachers,  and  as 
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presenting  no  difference  in  complexity  for  pupils,  parents,  teachers, 
and  principals  than  the  former  Grade  4,  5,  and  6  Curriculum.  In  the 
opinion  of  principals,  the  pupils,  parents,  and  teachers  would  experience 
a  greater  change  than  principals  as  a  result  of  the  implementation  of 
the  Division  II  Curriculum. 


II.  CONCLUSIONS 

Caution  must  be  exercised  in  making  genral izations  from  the 
conclusions  of  this  study  because  of  the  restrictions  imposed  by  the 
sample.  Tentative  generalizations  may  be  made  with  regard  to  the 
population  of  Division  II  principals  and  schools  in  the  province  of 
Saskatchewan  only,  with  some  degree  of  confidence. 

Major  Hypotheses 

Rogers'  contention  that  the  perceived  characteristics  of  an 
innovation  affect  the  adoption  process  was  supported  only  in  the  relative 
advantage  dimension  by  this  study J  Principals  who  adopted  the  Division 
II  Curriculum  perceived  a  high  degree  of  relative  advantage  in  the 
innovation. 

The  tendency  of  innovators  to  adopt  more  quickly  innovations  in 
which  they  perceive  a  low  degree  of  complexity  was  not  supported  by  this 
study,  although  a  trend  towards  this  assumption  was  perceived.  The  complexity 
of  an  innovation  was  not  perceived  as  a  characteri Stic  which  had  a  direct 


^Everett  M.  Rogers,  Diffusion  of  Innovation 
of  Glencoe,  1962),  pp.  124-131. 
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effect  upon  the  adoption  of  an  innovation. 

The  finding  that  principals  who  adopted  the  Division  II 
Curriculum  perceived  a  lower  degree  of  compatibility  in  the  innovation 
than  non-adopter  principals.  This  appears  contrary  to  Rogers'  assump¬ 
tion  that  innovators  tend  to  adopt  more  quickly  innovations  in  which 

2 

they  perceive  a  high  degree  of  compatibility.  It  can  be  concluded 
that  one  of  the  factors  that  affect  the  adoption  of  an  innovation  is 
that  innovators  must  perceive  a  sufficient  value  difference  resulting 
from  the  implementation  of  the  innovation  to  perceive  that  the  effort 
required  to  implement  the  innovation  is  warranted. 

Related  Hypothesis 

On  the  basis  of  the  results  of  this  study,  there  is  some  evidence 
that  the  principals  who  adopt  rapidly  innovations,  such  as  the  Division 
II  Curriculum,  is  male  and  tends  to  have  completed  more  years  of  university 
training,  with  a  greater  number  of  university  degrees. 

Two  characteristics  of  schools  which  are  major  factors  in  the 
implementation  of  innovations  are  the  size  of  the  adopting  unit  within 
the  school  and  the  location  of  the  school  in  areas  of  high  concentration 
of  population. 

Related  Factors.  There  is  some  evidence,  on  the  basis  of  the  results 
of  this  study,  that  the  adoption  of  curriculum  innovations  is  dependent, 
to  a  degree,  on  the  availability  of  adequate  information  concerning  the 


2Ibid. ,  p.  127 
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innovation  and  its  implementation  for  all  who  participate  in  the 
adoption  process.  The  acceptance  of  the  value  of  anticipated  advan¬ 
tages  of  the  innovation  by  those  involved  in  the  innovation  is  also 
a  factor  that  has  some  effect  on  the  adoption  process. 

III.  SUGGESTIONS  FOR  FURTHER  STUDY 

This  study  concentrated  on  the  adoption  of  one  innovation  at  the 
years  4,  5  and  6  in  the  elementary  school.  Similar  studies  of  the 
implementation  of  the  Division  I,  Division  III,  and  Division  IV  Curriculums 
in  Saskatchewan  schools,  using  samples  of  superintendents,  principals,  and 
teachers  would  help  to  determine  whether  the  findings  of  this  study  are 
vindicated  at  all  school  levels. 

Only  three  characteristics  of  innovations  have  been  considered 
in  this  study.  The  relation  of  perceived  divisibility  and  communicability 
characteristics  should  be  investigated  to  establish  the  validity  of  the 
assumption  that  these  dimensions  have  an  effect  on  the  adoption  process. 

While  considerable  research  has  been  conducted  to  determine  the 
characteristics  of  educational  innovators  and  educational  adopting  units, 
the  results  have  been  relatively  inconclusive.  Further  research  on  the 
factors  which  influence  the  implementation  of  educational  innovations 
remains  to  be  conducted. 

An  examination  to  determine  effective  means  of  disseminating 
information  relative  to  curriculum  changes  to  all  who  participate  in  the 
implementation  is  required.  This  is  evidenced  by  the  Division  II  prin¬ 
cipals'  expressed  difficulty  of  a  lack  of  information  to  explain  the 
innovation  to  teachers  and  principals. 
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Upon  examination  of  the  findings  of  this  study,  it  becomes 
evident  that  the  implementation  of  educational  innovation  is 
dependent  upon  a  multitude  of  determined  and  undetermined  factors 
relative  to  the  innovation,  the  innovator,  and  the  adopting  unit. 

The  need  for  continued  research  relative  to  educational  innovation  is 
of  vital  concern  if  education  is  to  keep  pace  with  the  changing  demands 
of  society. 
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‘PcoOin.ee  of 


&  A 


Saskatchewan 


DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATION 


HJ/mg 


Regina,  Saskatchewan. 
January  26,  1967. 


Dear  Mr.  Guy: 

This  will  acknowledge  your  long  letter  in  which 
you  request  some  information  from  me.  May  I  first  of  all 
congratulate  you  upon  taking  time  out  to  work  on  courses 
leading  to  a  Master *s  degree.  In  the  long  run  I  am  sure 
that  you  will  find  this  present  sacrifice  of  time  and  energy 
most  rewarding. 

The  topic  you  are  tackling  is  one  with  which  we 
are  presently  concerned.  Just  last  week  we  had  a  meeting 
to  determine  how  we  could  arrange  an  evaluation  of  the  extent 
to  which  the  Divisions  I  and  II  programs  are  being  implemented. 

We  have  set  up  a  committee  of  three  to  bring  forward  some 
suggestions  as  to  methods  of  discovering  what  is  actually  being 
accomplished.  Behind  the  investigation  we  hope  will  come  some 
positive  encouragement  to  those  areas  which  have  progressed 
very  little. 

You  should  keep  in  mind  that  this  is  only  the  third 
year  in  which  Division  I  has  been  operative  as  an  authorized 
program,  and  only  the  second  for  Division  II.  At  the  beginning 
of  the  divisional  system  we  had  a  four-day  session  with  all 
Superintendents  of  Schools.  We  asked  them  at  that  time  to 
arrange  institutes  with  their  teachers  in  order  to  help  them 
carry  through  the  philosophy  of  the  program.  The  Saskatchewan 
Teachers*  Federation  was  most  helpful  in  also  arranging  four- 
day  summer  institutes,  with  surprisingly  good  attendance.  Some 
areas  in  the  province  had  anticipated  the  change  by  starting 
flexible  promotion  some  years  before.  In  fact,  it  was  because 
of  these  experiments  that  we  were  able  to  introduce  the  plan 
on  a  province-wide  basis.  I  suppose  we  got  some  of  our  original 
thinking  from  Dr.  Riddell,  former  Superintendent  of  the  Hamilton, 

Ontario  school  system  where  such  was  carried  on  some  twenty-six 
years  ago.  He  addressed  our  Superintendents*  Convention  about 
six  years  ago.  Then  more  recently  the  work  of  men  like  Dr.  Goodlad 
had  tremendous  influence  upon  us,  as  it  has  had  in  the  United  States. 

Now  to  come  to  your  problems.  The  criteria  for  distinguishing 
between  those  who  have  adopted  effectively  the  Division  II  philosophy 
and  those  who  have  not  would  appear  to  me  as  being  the  following: 

(a)  Belief  in  the  ’’continuous  progress”  concept  for  each 
individual 


' 


Hr.  A.J.Y.  Guy 
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(b)  Flexible  promotion  (no  grades) 

(c)  Effective  grouping  of  pupils 

(d)  The  extent  to  which  instructional  materials  have 
been  developed  to  suit  individual  differences. 

(slow  learning,  average,  bright) 

Problem  II 

The  background  knowledge  necessary  for  teachers  was 
obtained  through  institutes  (as  mentioned)  S.T.F.  siminars, 
College  of  Education  classes,  and  the  following  printed  materials 

(a)  A  Plan  for  the  Reorganization  of  Instruction 
in  Saskatchewan  Schools 

(b)  Questions  and  Answers 

(c)  Division  I  and  II  Guides 

In  addition  I  personally  addressed  dozens  of  groups  of 
teachers  at  Conventions  and  Institutes,  as  did  my  colleagues. 

Problem  III 

I  feel  that  all  areas  of  the  province  have  adopted 
the  Division  program  in  principle.  They  were  really  forced 
to  adopt  it  because  of  the  direction  from  the  Department. 

However,  the  degree  of  implementation  varies  markedly  depending 
upon  the  acceptance  of  the  philosophy  by  Superintendents, 
principals,  and  teachers.  The  big  problem  is  to  discover  the 
degree  of  implementation.  One  way  might  be  to  prepare  a 
questionnaire  for  Superintendents  to  complete.  More  accurate 
data  might  be  secured  by  having  principals  and  teachers 
complete  the  same  questionnaire  or  one  specifically  prepared 
for  them.  Some  suggestions  for  preparing  such  questionnaires 
might  grow  out  of  our  pamphlet  on  "Questions  and  Answers". 

I  think  it  would  be  possible  to  obtain  representative 
samples  of  two  kinds:  ones  where  good  progress  in  implementation 
has  been  made,  and  ones  where  little  has  been  accomplished  to 
date.  But,  how  would  you  measure  the  one  against  the  other? 

There  are  so  many  intangibles,  which,  nevertheless,  are  inherent 
in  the  change  and  are  plus  factors.  If  one  uses  marks  as  a 
criterion  the  system  has  not  been  used  long  enough  to  indicate 
whether  the  new  produces  better  overall  averages.  I  feel  that 
it  would  be  possible  but  rather  difficult  to  set  up  one  sample 
or  representative  group  against  another  and  come  up  with  any 
significant  conclusions  at  this  early  point  in  time.  The  survey 
type  of  study  through  questionnaires  would  give  a  good  deal  of 
information. 
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I  can  list  for  you  a  number  of  jurisdictions  where  good  progress 
has  been  made:  Kindersley  School  Unit,  Cupar  School  Unit, 

Meadow  Lake  School  Unit,  Yorkton  Public  Schools,  Swift  Current 
Public  Schools,  Moose  Jaw  Public  Schools,  Regina  Public  and 
Separate  Schools,  Saskatoon  Separate  and  Public  Schools.  In 
terns  of  individual  school  plants  this  would  give  you  a  fairly 
large  sample. 

I  trust  this  information  will  be  of  help  to  you.  I  am 
sending  you  under  separate  cover  the  items  mentioned  under 
Problem  II. 


Yours  faithfully. 


H.  Janzen, 

Director  of  Curricula. 


Mr.  A.  J.  Y.  Guy, 

Suite  8  -  9938  -  88th  Avenue, 
EDMONTON,  Alberta. 
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Province  of 


Saskatchewan 


DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATION 


OFFICE  OF  THE  DEPUTY  MINISTER 
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LHB/ad 


Regina,  Saskatchewan, 
February  1,  1967. 


Dear  Mr.  Guy: 

In  reply  to  your  letter  of  January  27,  the  Department 
will  be  pleased  to  do  anything  possible  to  facilitate  the  research 
you  propose  in  connection  with  your  Master's  thesis  in  educational 
administration. 

I  am  therefore  referring  your  letter  to  Dr.  L.  M.  Ready, 
Assistant  Deputy  Minister,  for  further  attention,  and  for  the 
benefit  of  such  advice  as  he  may  offer  in  regard  to  the  sample 
of  schools  you  might  use.  I  would  wonder  whether  it  is  practi¬ 
cal  or  practicable  to  use  all  Division  II  schools  in  the  province 
or  whether  it  might  be  as  effective  to  select  a  smaller  but  rep¬ 
resentative  sample  --  say  of  categories  of  schools  of  various 
sizes.  If  your  advisors  have  given  you  some  direction  in  this, 
we  would  of  course  try  to  conform  to  such  advice. 

In  any  event,  I  am  sure  that  Dr.  Ready  will  give  you 
the  information  you  have  asked  for  and  perhaps  as  well  some  very 
useful  suggestions  and  advice  as  to  the  best  means  of  selecting 
and  approaching  the  schools.  I  would  imagine  that  the  superin¬ 
tendents  of  schools  should  be  involved  in  this  context  and  that 
Dr.  Ready  would  assist  by  way  of  an  introductory  memorandum  to 
them,  soliciting  their  co-operation  and  assistance  on  your 
behalf. 

You  may  look  for  further  correspondence  in  the  near 
future  from  Dr.  Ready. 


Yours  faithfully, 


Deputy  Minister. 

Mr.  A.  J.  Y.  Guy, 

Suite  8  -  9938  -  88th  Avenue, 

Edmonton,  Alberta. 


c.c.  Dr.  Ready 
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ADMINISTRATION  OFFICES 


FOR 

THE  REGINA  PUBLIC  SCHOOL  DISTRICT  No.  4  OF  SASKATCHEWAN 

AND 

THE  REGINA  COLLEGIATE  INSTITUTE 


1235  COLLEGE  AVE., 
REGINA.  SASK. 


Feb.  23,  1967. 


Mr .  A  .  J .  Y .  Guy , 
Suite  8 , 

9938  -  88th  Ave  .  , 
EDMONTON,  Alberta. 

Dear  Alex : 


Permission  is  granted  for  the  distribution 

o 

of  your  questionnaire  on  March  2  to  the  principals  of 
the  Regina  Public  Elementary  Schools.  The  completion 
of  the  questionnaire  will  be  entirely  voluntary  by  the 
principals;  however,  I  know  you  will  find  the  principals 
to  be  very  co-operative. 
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Department  of  Educational 
Administration, 
University  of  Alberta, 
Edmonton,  Alberta, 

May  18,  1967. 


Dear  Sir: 

As  part  of  my  graduate  studies'  program  in  Educational  Adminis¬ 
tration  at  the  University  of  Alberta  I  propose  to  conduct  a  survey  to 
determine  the  extent  of  the  implementation  of  the  Division  II  Curricu¬ 
lum  in  Saskatchewan  schools.  In  addition  I  propose  to  examine  the  prin¬ 
cipal's  perception  of  the  characteristics  of  this  program.  Completion 
of  this  research  study  requires  your  permission  to  allow  me  to  approach 
the  principals  of  schools  containing  Division  II  classrooms  in  your 
superintendency  or  unit  to  complete  a  questionnaire,  a  copy  of  which  is 
enclosed.  In  order  that  I  may  contact  these  principals  by  mail  I  require, 
in  addition,  a  list  of  their  names  and  school  addresses. 

Members  of  the  Department  of  Education  and  in  particular  the  Curri¬ 
culum  Branch  have  expressed  interest  and  support  for  this  study.  Mr.  H. 
Janzen  has  provided  a  letter  to  this  effect  (see  attached  copy). 

It  is  hoped  that  this  research  study  will  provide  information 
and  knowledge  of  interest  and  value  to  educators  generally. 

Please  complete  the  pink  superintendent's  questionnaire  and  return 
in  the  enclosed,  stamped,  self-addressed  envelope.  Your  immediate  response 
will  be  appreciated. 

Thank  you  for  your  co-operation  and  contribution. 

Yours  very  truly, 


A.  J.  Y.  Guy 
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SUPERINTENDENT'S  QUESTIONNAIRE 
School  Unit  or  District 


May  I  approach  the  principals  of  schools  containing  Division 
II  classrooms  in  your  superintendency  to  complete  a  questionnaire? 


Yes 


If  yes,  please  provide  me  with:  (1)  the  names  of  principals 
of  schools  containing  Division  II  classrooms,  and  (2)  their  school 
addresses . 


PRINCIPAL 

SCHOOL 

SCHOOL  ADDRESS 

var 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATION 


HJ/tng 


Regina,  Saskatchewan, 
May  17,  1967. 


TO  SUPERINTENDENTS  OF  SCHOOLS  AND  PRINCIPALS: 


Mr.  A.  J.  Y.  Guy,  principal  of  a  public  school  in  Regina 
now  on  leave  to  do  post-graduate  work  at  the  University  of  Alberta, 
is  undertaking  a  study  on  the  implementation  of  the  Division  II 
Curriculum  in  the  schools  of  Saskatchewan.  For  such  a  study  he 
has  prepared  a  carefully-developed  questionnaire  which  has  been 
validated  as  a  research  instrument.  He  is  now  collecting  data 
on  a  province-wide  basis  and  requires  the  co-operation  of 
Superintendents  and  Principals  in  the  distribution,  completion, 
and  return  of  these  questionnaires. 


This  study  has  been  examined  and  discussed  with  the 


Deputy  Minister,  the  Assistant  Deputy,  and  members  of  the 
Curriculum  Branch  and  we  are  all  agreed  that  the  results  obtained 
will  be  of  interest  and  value  to  the  Department  and  to  educators 
generally.  We,  therefore,  request  that  you  give  your  full  support 
to  this  project  as  you  have  done  previously  with  comparable  research 
of  a  practical  nature. 


Yours  faithfully, 


H.  Janzen, 

Director  of  Curricula. 
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Department  of  Educational 
Administration , 
University  of  Alberta, 
Edmonton,  Alberta, 

May  24,  1967. 


Dear  Sir  or  Madam: 

As  part  of  my  graduate  studies'  program  in  Educational  Administration 
at  the  University  of  Alberta  I  propose  to  conduct  a  survey  to  determine 
the  extent  of  the  implementation  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  in  Saskat¬ 
chewan  schools.  In  addition  I  propose  to  examine  the  principal's  percep¬ 
tion  of  the  characteristics  of  this  program.  I  solicit  your  aid  in 
conducting  this  research  study  by  completing  the  enclosed  questionnaire. 

The  Superintendent  of  your  School  Unit  or  Superintendency  has  agreed 
to  permit  me  to  solicit  your  cooperation  in  this  project.  Members  of  the 
Department  of  Education  and  in  particular  the  Curriculum  Branch  have 
expressed  interest  and  support  for  this  study.  Mr.  Janzen  has  provided  an 
enclosed  letter  to  this  effect. 

It  is  hoped  that  the  results  of  this  study  will  provide  information 
and  knowledge  of  value  to  educators  generally. 

Please  complete  the  principal's  questionnaire  and  return  it  in  the 
enclosed,  stamped,  self-addressed  envelope.  Your  immediate  response  will 
be  appreciated.  An  individual  replies  will  be  held  in  strictest  confidence. 

Thank  you  for  your  cooperation  and  contribution. 

Yours  very  truly. 


A.  J.  Y.  Guy 
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SCHOOL: 

LOCATION: 


SCHOOL  CHARACTERISTICS: 

B. 

DIVISION  II  CHARACTERISTICS 

What  grades  are  included  in 

4. 

How  many  Division  II  classes  or 

your  school?  Check  the 

Grade  4,  5  and  6  classes  do  you 

reply  which  most  closely 

have  in  your  school ? 

describes  your  school. 

Grades  1  to  6 

Note:  Do  not  include  any  special 
classes  such  as:  aduiliary, 

Grades  1  to  7 

remedial,  physically  or  emotion- 

Grades  1  to  8 

ally  handicapped,  or  hard  of 

Grades  1  to  9 

hearing  classes. 

Grades  1  to  11 

Grades  1  to  12 

Units  1  to  4,  Division  II 

Grades  4  to  6 

Grade  4. 

Grades  4  to  8 

Units  1  to  8,  Division  II 
Grades  4  and  5. 

How  many  full-time  teachers 

are  there  in  your  school? 

Units  5  to  8,  Division  II 

Include  yourself  as  principal 

Grade  5. 

in  the  total. 

4  or  fewer 

Units  5  to  12,  Division  II 
Grades  5  and  6. 

5  to  9 

10  to  14 

Units  9  to  12,  Division  II 

15  to  19 

Grade  6 

20  to  24 

25  to  29 

5o 

What  proportion  of  the  Division  II 

30  to  34 

(Grade  4,  5  and  6)  classrooms  in 

35  to  39 

your  school  no  longer  promote  by 

40  or  more 

grades  and  now  promote  students 

Is  your  school  located  in 

on  the  basis  of  units  completed? 
Place  a  check  mark  before  the 

appropriate  proportion. 

a  rural  area 

a  town 

All  classrooms 

a  city 

Two-thirds  of  the  classrooms 

One-half  of  the  classrooms 
One-third  of  the  classrooms 
None  of  the  classrooms 
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6.  Using  one  line,  designated  Classroom  A  to  T,  for  each  classroom  of 
Division  II,  Grade  4,  5,  and  6,  in  your  school,  identify  the  number 
of  separate  groups  which  the  teacher  of  that  classroom  teaches  in 
each  of  the  subjects  listed  below.  Identify  the  Grade(s)  in  each 
classroom  and  place  a  check  mark  under  the  appropriate  number  of 
groups . 


ARITHMETIC 

READING 

LANGUAGE 

SPELLING 

GRADE (S) 

GROUPS:  1  2  3 

12  3 

12  3 

1  1 

Classroom  A 
Classroom  B 
Classroom  C 
Classroom  D 
Classroom  E 
Classroom  F 
Classroom  G 
Classroom  H 
Classroom  I 
Classroom  J 
Classroom  K 
Classroom  L 
Classroom  M 
Classroom  N 
Classroom  0 
Classroom  P 
Classroom  Q 
Classroom  R 
Classroom  S 
Classroom  T 


L  mocneasO 
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7.  Using  rank  ordering,  identify  8. 
the  sources  of  information 
which  provided  you  with  the 
greatest  amount  of  useful 
information  concerning  the 
new  Division  II  Curriculum 
and  its  implementation. 

Note:  Rank  the  following  from 
1 ,  the  greatest  source  of 
useful  information,  to  9, 
the  least  valuable  source  of 
useful  information. 

_  Department  of  Educa¬ 
tion  material.  (Divi¬ 
sion  II  Curriculum 
Guides,  other  publica- 
ti ons . ) 

_ Teachers  of  Division 

I  in  your  school . 

_ Teachers  of  Division 

'II  in  your  school . 

_  Your  superintendent. 

_  Other  principals. 

_ Saskatchewan  Teachers' 

’  Federation  publica¬ 
tions. 

_  S.  T.  F.  local  meeting 

and  Teachers'  Conventions. 

_ Other  educational  publi- 

’  cations. 

_  Supervisors  and  consultants 

in  your  school  system. 

ADMINISTRATOR  CHARACTERISTICS: 

9.  What  is  your  sex?  10. 

_ Male 

Female 


Using  rank  ordering,  identify  the 
areas  of  difficulty  you  experienced 
or  envisage  experiencing  in  the 
implementation  of  the  Division  II 
Curriculum  in  your  school. 

Note :  Rank  the  following  from  1, 
the  area  of  greatest  difficulty, 
to  9,  the  area  of  least  difficulty. 

_  Lack  of  teacher  enthusiasm. 

_  Parental  resistance. 

_  Lack  of  useful  information 

concerning  Division  II. 

_  Lack  of  assistance  from 

central  office  personnel. 

_ Teacher  reluctance  to  group 

’  classes  for  instructional 
purposes . 

_  Insufficient  source  materials 

available  for  teachers  to 
explain  Division  II. 

_ Accepting  the  philosophy  that 

Division  II  is  a  better  method 
of  instruction  students  than 
the  former  Grade  4,  5  and  6 
program. 

_  Difficulty  in  placing  pupils 

in  groups. 

_ Teacher  reluctance  to  teach 

’  separate  lessons  to  the  groups 
in  Arithmetic,  Reading,  Spelling 
and  Language. 


Counting  the  present  school  year,  what 
is  the  total  years  of  experience  you 
have  had  as  a  principal? 

_  1  year 

_  2  to  3  years 

_  4  to  6  years 

_  7  to  9  years 

_  10  to  12  years 

_  13  to  15  years 

_  16  to  18  years 

_  19  to  21  years 

_  22  years  or  more 
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4. 

11.  How  long  have  you  been  principals  14.  What  university  degree(3)  do 
of  this  school  including  the  you  hold? 

present  year? 


1  year 

No  degree 

2  to  3  years 

B.  Ed. 

4  to  6  years 

7  to  9  years 

B.  A. 

10  to  12  years 

13  to  15  years 

M.  Ed. 

16  to  18  years 

19  to  21  years 

M.A. 

22  years  or  more 

What 

is  your  age? 

24  years  and  under 

B.Ed.  M.A. 

B.A.  M.  Ed. 

25  to  29  years 

Other  degree.  Specif icy 

30  to  34  years 

35  to  39  years 

40  to  44  years 

45  to  49  years  15. 

How  much  graduate  work  have  you 

50  to  54  years 

completed  in  educational  adminis 

55  to  59  years 

strati  on? 

60  or  more  years 

With  how  many  years  of  training 
are  you  credited  for  salary 
purposes? 

1  year 

No  graduate  university 
courses  in  educational 
administration. 

Some  graduate  university 
courses  in  educational 
administration. 

2  years 

Hold  a  graduate  degree  in 

3  years 

educational  administration 

4  years 

5  years 

6  years 
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D.  PRINCIPALS'  PERCEPTION  OF  DIVISION  II  CHARACTERISTICS: 

16.  DIRECTIONS: 

(a)  Please  read  each  item  carefully. 

(b)  Consider  carefully  how  well  each  item  describes  your  perception 
of  the  new  Division  II  Curriculum  in  comparison  with  the  former 
Grade  4,  5  and  6  curriculums. 

(c)  Decide  whether  the  new  Division  II  Curriculum  is:  decidedly  more 
advantageous ,  more  advantageous ,  no  di fferent  in  advantage ,  less 
advantageous ,  or  deci dedly  less  advantageous  than  the  former 
Grade  4,  5  and  6  curriculums  in  regard  to  the  conditions  or  aspects 
described  by  the  items  below. 

(d)  Draw  a  circle  around  one  of  the  five  letters  following  the  items 
to  show  the  answer  you  have  selected. 

A  -  Decidedly  more  advantageous 

B  -  More  advantageous 

C  -  No  different  in  advantage 

D  -  Less  advantageous 

E  -  Decidedly  less  advantageous 


1. 

in  relation  to  the  student  with  average 
learning  ability. 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

2. 

in  relation  to  the  slow  learning  student. 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

3. 

in  relation  to  the  student  with  superior 
learning  ability. 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

4. 

in  relation  to  the  reporting  of  students' 
progress  to  parents. 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

5. 

in  relation  to  the  parents  obtaining 
information  regarding  this  child's 
progress . 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

6. 

in  relation  to  parents  understanding 
their  child's  academic  ability. 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

7. 

for  teachers  in  instructing  children  of 
varying  learning  abilities 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

8. 

for  teachers  in  preparing  lessons 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 
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A  -  Decidedly  more  advantageous 
B  -  More  advantageous 
C  -  No  different  in  advantage 
D  -  Less  advantageous 
E  -  Decidedly  less  advantageous 


9.  for  teachers  in  evaluating  students'  Drogress 


ABODE 


10.  for  principals  in  organizing  and  placing 
students  in  classrooms 


ABODE 


11.  for  principals  in  supervising  teachers 

12.  for  principals  in  keeping  account  of 
students'  progress 


ABODE 

ABODE 


i 
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17.  DIRECTIONS: 


a.  Please  read  each  item  carefully. 

b.  Consider  carefully  how  well  each  item  describes  your  perception 
of  the  new  Division  II  Curriculum  in  comparison  with  the  former 
Grade  4,  5,  and  6  curriculums. 

c.  Decide  whether  the  new  Division  II  Curriculum  is:  decidedly  more 
di  fficul  t ,  more  difficult,  no  di fferent  i n  di ffi cul ty ,  less 

di  ffi  cul  t,  or  deci dedly  less  di  fficul  t  than  the  former  Grade  4 
5,  and  6  curriculums  in  regard  to  the  conditions  or  asDects 
described  by  the  items  below. 

d.  Draw  a  circle  around  one  of  the  five  letters  following  the  items 
to  show  the  answer  you  have  selected. 

A  -  Decidedly  more  difficult 

B  -  More  difficult 

C  -  No  different  in  difficulty 

D  -  Less  difficult 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 


E  -  Decidedly  less  difficult 

for  students  to  understand  their  own  progress 

for  students  to  concentrate  when  other  groups 
within  the  room  are  being  instructed 

for  students  to  maintain  satisfactory  progress 

for  parents  to  understand  their  child's 
progress  and  achievement 

for  parents  to  accept  the  fact  that  their 
child  requires  four  years  to  accomolish  the 
requirements  of  Division  II 

for  parents  to  accent  that  their  child  is 
progressing  at  his  or  her  optimum  rate 

for  teachers  to  prepare  lessons 

for  teachers  in  evaluating  students 

for  teachers  teaching  their  classes 


A  B  C  D 


A 

A 


A 

A 


B 

B 


B 

B 


A  B 


A  B 


C  D 
C  D 


A  B  C  D 


A  B  C  D 


C  D 
C  D 
C  D 


E 

E 


E 

E 
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A  -  Decidedly  more  difficult 
B  -  More  difficult 
C  -  No  different  in  difficulty 
D  -  Less  difficult 
E  -  Decidedly  less  difficult 


10. 

for  principals 
cl  ass  rooms 

in  placing  students  in 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

11. 

for  princi pals 

in  supervising  teachers 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

12. 

for  principals  in  keeping  account  of 
students'  progress 

A 

B 

c 

D 

E 
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18.  DIRECTIONS: 

a.  Please  read  each  item  carefully. 

b.  Consider  carefully  how  well  each  item  describes  your  perception 
of  the  new  Division  II  Curriculum  in  comparison  with  the  former 
Grade  4,  5,  and  6  curriculums. 


c.  Decide  whether  the  new  Division  II  Curriculum  is:  decidedly  more 
di fferent ,  more  different,  some  different ,  si ightly  di ffe rent ,  or 
no  different  than  the  former  Grade  4,  5,  and  6  curriculums  in 
regard  to  the  conditions  or  aspects  described  by  the  items  below. 


d.  Draw  a  circle  around  one  of  the  five  letters  following  the  item 
to  show  the  answer  you  have  selected. 


A  -  Decidedly  more  different 
B  -  More  different 
C  -  Some  different 
D  -  Slightly  different 
E  -  No  different 

1.  for  students  to  be  grouDed  within  classrooms 

according  to  ability  A  B  C  D  E 

2.  for  students  to  be  accelerated  A  B  C  D  E 


3.  for  students  to  be  decelerated  rather  than 
failing  and  repeating  a  grade 

4.  for  parents  to  understand  the  operation  of 
the  school 


A  B  C  D  E 

A  B  C  D  E 


5.  for  parents  to  understand  unit  progress 
rather  than  grade  progress 

6.  for  parents  to  understand  that  pupil 
progress  is  directly  related  to  the  child's 
learning  ability 

7.  for  teachers  in  preparing  lessons 

8.  for  teachers  in  evaluating  student  progress 

9.  for  teachers  in  teaching  their  classes 


A  B  C  D  E 

A  B  C  D  E 
A  B  C  D  E 
A  B  C  D  E 
ABC 


D  E 
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A  -  Decidedly  more  different 
B  -  More  different 
C  -  Some  different 
D  -  Slightly  different 
E  -  No  different 


10.  for  principals  in  organizing  and  placing 
students  in  classrooms 


ABODE 


11.  for  principals  in  supervising  teachers  ABODE 

12.  for  principals  in  keeping  account  of 

students'  progress  ABODE 


THANK  YOU  FOR  YOUR  EFFORTS  IN  COMPLETING  THIS  QUESTIONNAIRE. 
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DEPARTMEST  OF  EDUCATION 


HJ/ng 


Regina,  Saskatchewan, 
'.•lay  17,  1967. 


TO  SUPERINTENDENTS  OF  SCHOOLS  AND  PRINCIPALS: 


Mr.  A.  J.  Y.  Guy,  principal  of  a  public  school  in  Regina 
now  on  leave  to  do  post-graduate  work  at  the  University  of  Alberta, 
is  undertaking  a  study  on  the  implementation  of  the  Division  II 
Curriculum  in  the  schools  of  Saskatchewan.  For  such  a  study  he 
has  prepared  a  carefully-developed  questionnaire  which  has  been 
validated  as  a  research  instrument.  He  is  now  collecting  data 
on  a  province-wide  basis  and  requires  the  co-operation  of 
Superintendents  and  Principals  in  the  distribution,  completion, 
and  return  of  these  questionnaires. 


This  study  has  been  examined  and  discussed  with  the 


Deputy  Minister,  the  Assistant  Deputy,  and  members  of  the 
Curriculum  Branch  and  we  are  all  agreed  that  the  results  obtained 
will  be  of  interest  and  value  to  the  Department  and  to  educators 
generally.  We,  therefore,  request  that  you  give  your  full  support 
to  this  project  as  you  have  done  previously  with  comparable  research 
of  a  practical  nature. 


Yours  faithfully, 


H.  Janzen, 

Director  of  Curricula. 
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Department  of  Educational 
Administration, 
University  of  Alberta, 
Edmonton,  Alberta, 

June  10,  1967 


Dear 


Approximately  two  weeks  ago  I  mailed  to  you  a  letter  soliciting 
your  assistance  in  a  research  study  by  completing  and  returning  a 
questionnaire.  The  study  is  designed  to  determine  the  extent  of  the 
implementation  of  the  Division  II  Curriculum  in  Saskatchewan  schools, 
as  well  as  to  obtain  the  principals'  perception  of  the  program.  My 
records  show  that  your  reply  has  not  as  yet  been  received. 

I  realize  that  June  is  a  particularly  busy  month,  but  I 
request  that  you  set  aside  a  few  minutes  to  complete  the  questionnaire 
so  that  an  inclusive  survey  may  be  obtained.  The  value  of  the  research 
study  is  dependent  upon  the  complete  return  of  the  questionnaires. 

Thank  you  for  your  assistance  and  cooperation  in  making  the 
survey  of  the  province  complete. 


Yours  very  truly, 


A.  J.  Y.  Guy 
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